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CURRENT TOPICS. 


| ArrTENTION sHOULD BE DIRECTED to an interesting letter in another 

‘golumn in which Mr. Mounton sets out the points taken by the counsel 
» for the Middlesex Registry in the recent case. They do credit to the 
3 Be ccity of the learned counsel, but appear to have failed to raise 
any doubt in the minds of the judges. It seems that the case is 
© to be appealed, and that the appellants mean to rely mainly on 
» their novel discovery that the witness to a memorial must not only 
© have attested the execution of the deed by the grantee, but also 
by the grantor. It is to be hoped that the appeal will be 
| heard before the Long Vacation, as, until the question is settled, 
| practitioners are placed in a somewhat embarrassing position. 











* Lorp Srrzorne’s question to the Lord Chancellor on the 21st 
' inst. elicited the information that the appointment of an additional 
5 judge of the Chancery Division is delayed only by the state of 
' business in Parliament. The authority for the appointment is to 

| be obtained under section 18 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 
| 1876, which provides that ‘‘ whenever any two of the paid judges 
| of the Judicial Committee shall have died or resigned, her Majesty 

> may, upon an address from both Houses of Parliament represent- 
| ing that the state of business in the High Court of Justice is such 
» asto require the appointment of an additional judge, fill up one 
of the vacancies created” by the transfer under that Act of three 

© jadges from the High Court to the Court of Appeal. As the 
» vacancy created was in the Queeh’s Bench Division, we presume 
| that the intention is to appoint a judge to that division, and then, 
under section $1 of the Judicature Act, 1873, transfer the judge 

| to the Chancery Division. The Lord Chancellor held out some 
» hope that the opportunity for moving the address might occur 
© before the close of the present session; but Mr. W. H. Surru, on 
© being questioned on the subject, did not give much encouragement 
| to this idea. It is difficult to see how any serious opposition or 
"lengthy debate could be raised in the House of Commons upon 

| &@ proposal, relating to the judicial machinery, made by the Lord 
© Chancelior on the authority of a recommendation of the Chancery 
| Chambers Committee, and strongly supported by two ex-Lord 

> Chance)lors. 





| Tur statistics given by Lord Setnorns, in his question asked in 
' the House of Lords on the subject of the appointment of an 
| additional judge of the Chancery Division, were in some respects 
> imperfect. _Having carefully gone through the statistics avail- 
| able, we find that during the last five years the average number of 
" tauses in the Chancery lists at the commencement of each of the 
> four sittings has been close on 780, making a yearly average of 
| about 3,120, and that, during the first three of those years (for 
_ which alone the judicial statistics are as yet published), the 
| ®verege numberof causes per judge of the Chancery Division dis- 

pored of per annum was 557; and this number includes those 


: causes which appearcd in the lists and were disposed of otherwise | 





than by being heard (owing, 


caused by lack of judicial 


udge actually heard d : 
$F chase Snare one eouedauael 


7% | will be ample work for another judge. 





CompLarnts ARE MADE that the Chancery Paymaster crosses the 


73s | cheques he sends to parties throu 


appear to be most unreasonable. 


24| Rules, 1886, r. 48) makes it a condition 
723 | Shall be crossed so as to be? asc Br 


otherwise the Paymaster w have but li 

money reached the proper hands. it would be very 
to alter this practice, it should be observed that, under the 
rule, the Treasury has power to vary the conditions of such pay- 
ments from time to time, we fail to see how they could be 

even for the pu of very small payments, without removi 
very material safeguard, especially having regard to the possibi 

of the Treasury having to replace money yas pee. t 
might be suggested that small payments might be y means 
of postal orders or post office orders; but these must be peers 
and if the amount paid for an order were to be deducted the 
amount paid complaints would increase, and, moreover, the Pay- 
master would be compelled to make a vast increase in the number 
of entries in his books, and would have some difficulty in procuring 
a proper receipt for the money paid. A crossed cheque comes 
back to the paymaster with the receipt of the payee indorsed. 





An ruporTaNt Pomnt on the Remuneration Order was decided by 
Mr. Justice Norra on Monday in Re Faulkner. Mr. Favixyen, 
a tolicitor, had been employed by the vendor in connection with 
the sale of some property, and had done some work prelimi to 
that done by the auctioneer, who had been wares and paid by 
the client for conducting the sale by auction. preliminary 
work, for which the solicitor made separate charges, consisted of 
attendances on the auctioneer, preparing advertisements of sale, at- 
tending to insert advertisements in newspapers, examining proofs 
of particulars of sale, attending auction, &c. The question was 
whether the solicitor, _ o. eer i i sw “ con- 
ducting fee,” was entitled to be paid for su imi . 
taxing master disallowed the items on the ground that Re Fi 
(33 W. R. 504, 553, 29 Ch. D. 608) and Re Emanw-l 4 Simmonds 
34 W. R. 613, 33 Ch. D. 40) apply to sales as well as to leases. 
he case of Re Wilson (29 Soticrtors’ Jovrwat, 438, 29 Ch. D, 790) 
was cited to the master, but he considered that it did not affect the 
question. Objections to the taxation were carried in, but the 
master adhered to his decision. The attention of the Council of 
the Incorporated Law Society was then called to the case, an 
they considered the principle involved to be an important 
the profession generally, and as the master’s contention 
them untenable, they supported the solicitor in 
in the result Mr. Justice Norra held that 
that the taxing master had acted 
therefore referred the bill back to hi 
to the propriety of particular items, the lear 
that, if anythin which the solici 
auctioneer’s work, the solicitor 
it. The gist of the decision 
following extract from the 
«Tt seems to me that, if there 
which is not auctioneer’s work, 
conducting the sale, he ought to 
to the decisions in cases relating to the 
a solicitor has dore part of the work, but 
allowed the scale fee, but he is 
has done. 
saying that the samé rule must 
a sale when the whole of the 
solicitor—viz., when an auctioneer has been employed 
expense.” : 





Tue reports of the committee of the e and 
shire Incorporated Law Society prin wg, ara matter of 
40 
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interest, and there will be found in the report for the present year 
avy clear, able, and temperate exposition of the society’s 
plan’ of objection to the Land Transfer Bill. The first is, of 
course, the introduction of compulsion. The committee admit 
that, if compulsion is to be applied at all, the Bill is as little 
objectionable as may be, but they point out that this does not 
make it the less true that if the system should prove to be really 
for the benefit of landowners, it would need no compulsion to secure 
its adoption. The second objection is to the requirement that the 
vendor shall be registered before transfer, which appears to the com- 
mittee to involve unnecessary expense. We confess we do not under- 
stand why this provision of the Bill should have been so strenuously 
maintained against Lord Herscnett’s proposal for amendment. The 
narrowness of the majority (6 only) by which it was retained in 
the House of Lords seems to render it probable that the pro- 
vision will disappear before the Bill passes into law. Among 
other objections, we are glad to see that the committee lay special 
stress on the suspicious vaguenees of the Bill as to the intended 
status of solicitors in regard to practice in the Office of Land 
Registry. The amendment introduced by the Lord Chancellor 
shortly before the Bill passed the House of Lords, confining 
the isions of clause 53 (4), relating to the remuneration 
by fees of “ officers employed on behalf of applicants for registra- 
tion or other persons dealing with the Land Transfer Office,” to 
examiners of title, surveyors, and other persons as provided by the 
rules, is still far from satisfactory ; and a strong effort will have to 
be made to supplement it by an express proviso to the effect of the 
clause we suggested in April last (ante, p. 422), which was taken 
from the South Australian statute relating to land transfer. 





A vexreaste and learned county court judge, the “father” of 
the county court bench, has had a very singular adventure. He 
seems to have wandered from his distant Northern Circuit to this 
wicked Metropolis, and to have fallen into the hands of an inter- 
viewer. He has been made to disclose his opinions as to the 
extent of his judicial labours and the way in which he has done 
his judicial work (on which points his opinions are favourable) ; 
also on “the British House of Commons” and the “‘ legal big- 
wigs in town” (on which his opinions are less favourable). 
His “ facial contortions,” his “eloquent smile,” and his mode of 
sitting back “somewhat haughtily”’ in his chair, have also been 
daly noted, and these opinions and habits have been disclosed 
in the columns of the Psil Mall Gazette to an eagerly interested 
public. He has also been represented as holding a conversation 
on the extension of county court jurisdiction, from which the 
following are extracts :-— 

“* Well, and what kind of a tale have you to tell, Judge Ixcuam, after 

lifetime of legal toil?’ ‘Not a bad one; that which cannot be 
altered must be tolerated and made the best of. I have always striven 
to do the best with the material at hand. But the ridiculous limit that 
—— es upon our wn ee 4 ge 3 draw- 
pa ou propose—wha: . opose 
; be y propo propose that our 
out of euch extension ’’ 


extendei” ‘But what would be the benefits arising 

‘In the firet place a suitor could go to law 

Without the prospect of ruimation in the matter of costes in case of 
fefluse. Secondly, we consider ourscives better fitted to deal with local 
local point of view thin the judges of the higher courte, 
expected to be conversant with something they never pre- 
. In my own case I have worked my present circuit 
, knowing the fads and fancies of the districts, I am 
the innumerable questions that crop up. Thirdly— 
important of all— fog of the higher courts would be re- 
meat A their work, , a2 matters go at present, of neces- 
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to considerable delay. Bat,’ continued Judge Inouau, 
emile whose meaning was plain to be seen without a ' 
text, ‘I don’t suppose the judges went easing of any work—in | 
rom 6 yn is even broached, they it is who oppose it | 
mail one Coe, seema to be to retain as much work as | 
fa london” ‘Bat surely you don’t mean to say, Judge | 
that the legel big-wigs in town are bent upon thriving out of | 
that really belongs to their country cousins, if the latter were 
with?’ ‘Indeedl do; that le the very thing. Of course we are 
to be incapable of dealing with « county court case in which 
£4 is iavAreA—but then that fe all nomeeree. . . 7 | 
ie the Gistance, tmmectiately behind 2 conglomeration of 
, ie the light of better days, and once the powers of | 
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cvert ane Galynae’ and the judges given an unshackled 
pnd A mee omall dett court will merge into an inetitution of great- 
new f - with ail manner A questions, and wielding « power the 
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It is to be feared that there is undue consolation for ‘‘ the leg, 


big-wigs,”’ fattening on their country cousins’ nourishment, in the 
consideration that the “light of better days,” together with the 
county court judge’s “ unshackled hand,” are yet “far away in the © 
distance ”’ ; and some of them may even venture a doubt as to whether 
a ‘local point of view” is, in the abstract, always synonymous with © 


a legal point of view, and whether knowledge of “the fads and 
fancies of the district” is an essential qualification for the 
administration of justice. They may, perhaps, suggest that one of 


the best judges who ever sat on the county court bench (not far from ~~ 
Judge Inenam’s district) was once “a legal bigwig in town,” ~ 
ignorant of district ‘‘ fads and fancies,” but with a plentiful supply ~ 


of legal knowledge and common sense—which, perhaps, are not 
very bad substitutes. 





THERE ovent To BE no doubt on the question whether a 
judge of first instance has power to vary an order made by 
another judge of equal standing, but an application made to 
Mr. Justice Kexewicn on Wednesday last appears to have 
raised such a doubt. In the case of Kurtz v. Spence (35 
W. R. 26, 33 Ch. D. 579) Mr. Justice Currry made an order 
striking out certain specific words from the plaintiff’s state. 
ment of claim. The application made to Mr. Justice Kexewicn, 
to whom the action has been transferred, was for leave to amend 
the statement of claim by inserting the words that had been 
struck out. The learned judge, not being satisfied that he had the 
jurisdiction to make the order, refused the application. It trans- 
pired that the application was made to Mr. Justice Kexewica, not 
so much with the expectation of its being granted, as with a view 
to giving the plaintiff an assured position when applying to the 
Court of Appeal. It is difficult to see how any hesitation on the 
part of the learned judge could have arisen. If he has power to 
vary or reverse an order made by one of his colleagues in the 
Chancery Division, where is he to draw the line? And how far 
may he go without infringing on the jurisdiction of the Court of 
Appeal? The latter court will, if necessary, solve this question. 








REMOTENESS IN BEQUESTS TO CHILDREN. 


Tue case of Re Coppard’s Estate, Howlett v. Hodson (35 W. R. 
478, 35 Ch. D. 350), ought not, we think, to be passed over with- 
out notice. The case was this:—A testatrix directed that her 
trustees should hold one moiety of the residue of her estate ‘‘ upon 
trust for the benefit of the children or child of my said nephew, 
William Hodson, to be vested interests in them as to such of them 
as shall be sons or a son on their or his respectively attaining the 
age of twenty-five years, or being daughters or a daughter on their 
or her re ively attaining the said age of twenty-five years, or 
respectively being married before that age, which shall first 
happen.” William Hodson was still living. He had seven chil- 
dren, all infants, four having been born in the testatrix’s lifetime 
and three since her death. The eldest daughter of William Hodson 
was married in February, 1887. Mr. Justice Stirling held, on the 
authority of Ziliott vy. Liliott (12 Sim. 276), that the fund was 
divisible between such of the four children living at the death of 
the testatrix as being sons might attain twenty-five or being 
daughters might attain that age, or marry, and that the daughter 
who married in 1887 had at the present time alone become entitled 
to a vested interest. 

It is clear that had the age mentioned in the will been twenty- 
one insteal of twenty-five, the children born after the death of the 
testatrix would, subject to fulfilling the condition as to age or 
marriage, have been entitled to share with the other children. 
The question to be considered is whether, as such a construction 
would have made the gift obnoxious to the rule against perpetuities, 
Mr. Justice Stirling was warranted, on the authority of Liiiott v. 
Lbliott, in deciding that the gift was confined to the children 
living at the testatrix’s death, instead of holding that it was 


altogether void ; and we shall endeavour to shew that the decision 3 


was not justified. We are not concerned to deny that Liliott v. 
Elliott was in point as precedent, but we contend that that case 
et to have been followed. 


learned fudge, after noticing that Ziliott v. Hiliott was 
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decided in 1841, after argument, and admitting that he had found 
no case since in which it had been followed, said: ‘ Yet, upon the 
other hand, I have found none which ean be said to be directly in 
conflict with it, or in which it has been dissented from or even 
doubted ’’; and, after referring to the earlier case of Kevern v. 
Williams (5 Sim. 171) as tending in the same direction, his lord- 
ship added, ‘‘ Therefore I think that, under the circumstances, if 
Elliott v. Elliott is to be set aside, it is for the Court of Appeal to 
do it, and not for me.” ' 

Now, certainly in one case at least, dissent or doubt was clearly 
expressed with reference to Elliott v. Elliott by no less able a 
judge than the late Vice-Chancellor Wigram ; for in Mainwaring 
y. Beevor (8 Hare, at p. 48) he said this:—‘‘If the class is to be 
confined to the grandchildren in esse at the death of the testatrix 
the argument is intelligible. In the case of Elliott v. Elliott the 
Vice-Chancellor seems to have adopted that construction on the 
ground that it brought the bequest within the rules of law as to 
remoteness, proceeding, I suppose, upon the principle that where 
a will admits of two constructions, that is to be preferred which 
will render it valid. The rules of construction cannot, however, be 
strained to bring a devise or bequest within the rules of law.” It 
appears to us that, although this was perhaps an obiter dictum, it 
is a strong condemnation by Vice-Chancellor Wigram of the 
decision referred to. It appears to us also that the rule for the 
construction of gifts of the class in question laid down in the 
House of Lords by Lord Selborne in Pearks v. Moseley (29 W. RB. 
1, at p. 2, 5 App. Cas. 714, at p. 719) shews that the con- 
struction adopted in Ziliott v. Elliott was wrong, and confirms 
what was said by Vice-Chancellor Wigram. Lord Selborne said :— 
“The rule which has always been applied to cases of remoteness 
is this: you do not import the law of remoteness into the con- 
struction of the instrument, by which you investigate the expressed 
intention of the testator. You take his words, and endeavour to 
arrive at their meaning, exactly in the same manner as if there 
had been no such law, and as if the whole intention expressed by 
the words could lawfully take effect. I do not mean that, in 
dealing with words which are obscure and ambiguous, weight, even 
in a question of remoteness, may not sometimes be given to the 
consideration that it is better to effectuate than to destroy the in- 
tention ; but I do say that, if the construction of the words is one 
about which a court would have no doubt though [qw. if] there 
was no law of remoteness, that construction cannot be altered, or 
wrested to something different, for the purpose of escaping from the 
consequences of that law.’”’ We think that had the above ob- 
servations of Vice-Chancellor Wigram and Lord Selborne been 
present to the mind of Mr. Justice Stirling he would have been 
well justified in not following Elliott v. Biliott. 

We think we have shewn that Hiliot¢ v. Eiliioté has been dis- 
sented from or doubted, but, moreover, we now come to a case “in 
conflict ’’ with it; we refer to Griffith v. Blunt (4 Beav. 248), 
decided in the same month as Ziliott v. Hiliott, not ee | 
brought to the attention of the court in the principal case, in whi 
a decision on a case almost identical with Re Coppard’s Estate was 
pronounced by Lord Langdale, M.R., quite at variance with 
Elliott v. Hiliott, Lord Langdale haviog held that the gift was 
too remote. The case was this: A testatrix gave a third part of 
her residuary personal estate to trustees in trust to accumulate the 
same and the interest and to stand possessed of the same and the 
accumulations ‘‘ in trust for all and every the child and children of my 
taid two nephews T. R. Dimsdale and C. J. Dimsdale, equally to 
be divided between or amongst them, if more than one, share and 
thare alike, per capita and not per stirpes, the share or shares of 
such of them as shall be a son or sons to be an interest or interests 
vested in him or them respectively at his or their age or respective 
ages of twenty-five years, and the share or shares of such of them 
as shall be a daughter or daughters to be an interest or interests 
vested in her or them respectively at her or their age or respective 
ages of twenty-five years or day or respective days of 
with the previous consent of her or their nts or guardians, 
which shall first happen.” The testatrix died in 1832, T. R. 
Dimsdale and ©. J. Dimedale survived her. The plaintiffs were 
their only children ond were all under the ago of twenty- 
five, and one, who was a daughter, had married with t 
consent of her father. From the re in 10 L. J, Eg, 
N. 8. it appears (see p., 878) that the youngest child wes 
twelve years old at the institution of the suit in 1840. The 








question in the suit was whether the 
Dimedale and C. J. Dimsdale 


appear to have occurred to the counsel ee epee we 
whom was the late Mr. Tinney) to contend that the gift might be 
limited to children living at the testatrix’s death. Their argument, 
as against the next of kin, was based entirely upon some expres- 
sions from which it was conterded that the vesting was not a 
poned, but only the payment. The judgment is very short ; 
Langdale, having taken time to read over the will, said that the 
will was really free from ambiguity ; that the : 
take effect till twenty-five or marriage, and that the gift was 
therefore too remote. 

Having regard, then, to the decision in Griffith v. 
Chancellor Wigram’s observations as to Elhwtt vy. Elliott, and to 
the rule of construction enunciated by Lord Selborne in Pearks v. 
Moseley, we do not hesitate to express our conviction that the 
decision in Re Copperd’s Estate cannot be supported. 








REMISSION OF ACTIONS OF TORT TO THE 
COUNTY COURT. 


I 


[In a short note, some time ago, on the decision of the Divisional 
Court in Stokes v. Stokes (35 W. R. 613) we intimated an opinion 


according with the view omens ly So seu sas seventy seas 
e have 


by the Court of Appeal. since been favoured with the 
following elaborate discussion of the question, and im 

of the matter, as well as the division of opinion to which it has 
given rise among the profession, seem to justify us in giving the 
other side of the argument. ] 

Harvty any subject connected with the administration of justice 
has of late years engaged more earnest attention than the costs 
attendant on legal proceedings. Whether it be that the general 
stagnation of business and the all-prevailing depression have 
tightened litigants’ pockets, or that practitioners have become more 
exorbitant, or that greater publicity is now given to the sums paid 
for legal services, certain it is that its expense has become the 
most prominent feature in modern ion. For meeting the 
popular complaint on this head various expedients have been 
devised ; that which has found most favour both with the Legis- 


lature and with the framers of the Rules of 
ment of county court jurisdiction. i 
in two ways—one by actual addition, 
business is by statate brought i 
the other by increased business, as 
court is stimulated in cases in which the 
current jurisdiction. Instances of the 
are furnished by the Employers’ 
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Acts under which actions and proceedings may be transferred to 
the county court (19 & 20 Vict. ¢. 108, s. 26; 30 & 31 Viet. « 
142, ss. 7, 8, 10; 47 & 48 Vict. c. G1, & 17); instances of the 
latter kind of development are furnished by the statutory pro- 
visions and rules of court which take away or diminish costs in 
the High Court where redress might have been had in the county 


court. Of the various enactments 
county court may be effected, 

section 10 of the ty Court 
this and sections 5, 7, and 8 
67 of the Judicature Act, 1 
Court of Justice. The recent 
Stokes v. Stokes (W. N., 1 

Court (35 W. R. 613, 
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may be remitted to the county court, affords a fitting 
for inquiring into the true of the above 

By section 10, then, of the ee 1867, it is 
vided = fusgulemnech Seas an fe mates 
prosecution, arrest, yn Bane imprison- 
ent, Ebel chaben cobnatint ay GRE Aen tert is bronght 
in a superior court may for an onder to remit the action 
the county court on an that the plaintiff hes ne 
means of paying the costs of the defendant in the event of 

tiffs failure to 
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menced or pending in the High Court of Justice in which any 
relief is sought which can be given in a county court. It is 
obvious that section 10 of the County Court Act, 1867, applies 
per se to actions of slander and other actions of tort not within 
the original jurisdiction of the county court. The question is, 
has the operation of this section been in any way modified or 
affected by section 67 of the Judicature Act, 1873? First, then, 
how would the law stand if section 67 had never been passed ? 
Would or would not the provisions of the County Court Act, 
1867, have been applicable to the High Court of Justice? In 
reply to this query it might be contended with some force that at 
least section 10 of that Act would, ex vi termini, have applied to 
the High Court, for that section speaks generally of an action of 
tort brought in a superior court, and the High Court is, by the 
Judicature Act, constituted a superior court of record. It is not, 
however, necessary to speculate upon this point, for section 16 of 
the Judicature Act, 1873, expressly transfers to the High Court 
the jurisdiction which, at the commencement of the Act, was 
vested in, or capable of being exercised by, all or any of the 
judges of the superior courts in pursuance of any statute; and 
section 24 (6) declares that, subject to the provisions of the Act 
as to equitable rights, the High Court shall give effect to all legal 
claims and demands in the same manner as the same would have 
been given effect to by the old superior courts if the Act 
not passed. Under the terms of sections 16, 24 (6) 
it is abundantly clear that the provisions of the County 
Court Act, 1867, would, in the absence of section 67 of the 
Judicature Act, have been applicable to the High Court; hence 
section 67 is superfluous if its object be merely to incorporate 
provisions which were already incorporated. There is only one 
other fanction which section 67 can subserve, and that is, either to 
amplify or to limit the operation of the incorporated provisions of 
the County Court Act. The words “shall apply to all actions in 
ich any relief is sought which can be given in a county court” 

be taken, in an amplifying sense, to mean that the provisions 
Court Act shall in future apply to certain cases to 
not formerly extend, or, in a limiting sense, to 

provisions of the County Court Act shall only in 
cases in which the redress sought, or some part 
have been obtained in the county court had the 
originally instituted there. In which of these senses 
ion 67 to be understood in reference to actions of tort? In 
plifying sense, is the answer of the Court of Appeal in 
v. Stokes. In the limiting sense, is our answer upon the 
construction of the statute. Let us weigh the arguments on 
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- Stokes an action for slander was brought in the 
d an order was mate at chambers for its remission 
10 of the County Court Act, 1867; from this order 
as brought to the Divisional Court, on the ground that 
the Judicature Act had confined the power of remit- 
which could have been originally brought in the 
court. The Divisional Court (Field and Manisty, JJ.) held 
was no implied repeal of the County Court Act by 
7, and that there was consequently still jurisdiction to 
action of slander. Neither of the learned judges 
composed the Divisional Court seems to have attempted 
~~, positive interpretation of section 67. Field, J., 
; imself with a declaration that the jurisdiction 
continued unimpaired. Manisty, J., however, observed 
section 10 of the County Court Act a county court 
er to give relief in actions of slander, and, therefore, by 

section 67 there was power to remit—surely and truly a very 
8 petitio principii. The Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, 
B., Lindley and Lopes, L.JJ.) affirmed the Divisional Court, 
holding that section 67 was intended to extend the provisions of 
the County Court Act to cases not formerly within their scope. It 


is ee difficult to suggest any new case which is thus in- 
tended to be included, for, under the words “other actions of 
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tort,” section 10 of the County Court Act seems to comprehend 
action of tort not therein definitely enumerated. These 
words cannot be restricted to any particular class of torts, inas- | 4° 


much as the torts individuall 
heterogencous eharacter, and 
aS Aare stive sense 0s chengl a 
generis thoes previously specifies. 


mentioned are of an entirely 
ms the word “other” cannot be 
licable to torte ejusdem 
his position is in accord- 





where it was held that section 10 extended to an action of trover. 
There is, perhaps, one somewhat far-fetched instance in which it 
is possible to attribute to section 67 the effect of extending the 
application of section 10 of the County Court Act, and that is an 
action of tort in which the defendant has set up acounter-claim. It 
might possibly be urged that such a case would not be covered by 
the terms of section 10 of the County Court Act as simply incor. 
porated by section 16 of the Judicature Act, and that it was to 
such a case that section 67 of the latter Act referred. The Court 
of Appeal, however, made no allusion to cases of counter-claim, but 
declared in a vague sort of way that section 67 enlarged the juris- 
diction to remit equity, admiralty, and other matters of which a 
county court has cognizance. On examination it would seem that 
this general statement affords no satisfactory solution of section 67, 
for, whilst limited to actions of tort, section 10 of the County 
Court Act is nevertheless, as we have already pointed out, wide 
enough to embrace all such actions whether the remedy be sought 
on the admiralty or on the common law side. 

In Stokes v. Stokes the only authority upon which the defendant 
seems to have relied was the well-known case of Garnett v. 
Bradley (26 W. R. 698, 3 App. Cas. 944), in which the House of 
Lords held that a plaintiff who got the verdict of a jury for a 
farthing damages in an action of slander was, in the absence of 
any order to the contrary, entitled to his costs of suit. This deci- 
sion proceeded on the ground that the rule of court (R. 8. C., 1875, 
ord. 55, r. 7; R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 1) making costs follow the 
event overrode the particular statutes dealing with costs in actions 
of slander (21 Jac. 1, c. 16, 8.6; 3 & 4 Vict. c. 24, 8. 2), and, 
according to the judgment of Lord Blackburn (26 W. R. 701, 3 
App. Cas. 971) involved the inference that section 67 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, has restricted the provisions of the County 
Court Act, 1867, to actions in which the relief sought could be 
given in the county court, had the action been originally insti- 
tuted there. ‘That enactment,” says his lordship, speaking of 
section 67, ‘‘ does not touch the case in which the county court 
cannot give relief.” The Court of Appeal refused, in Stokes v. 
Stokes, to recognize this ruling as an authority on section 10 of 
the County Court Act, considering that Garnett v. Bradley turned 
upon section 5 of that Act, which deprives a plaintiff who recovers 
no more than £10 in an action of tort of his costs of suit. Look- 
ing, however, to the terms of section 67 of the Judicature Act, 
1873, it is surely beyond dispute that a uniform result must be 
given to the incorporation of the several county court provisions it 
effects ; section 67 either must amplify or must limit all and each 
of those provisions; it cannot amplify some and limit others. 
On Lord Blackburn’s interpretation section 67 limits the operation 
of section 5 of the County Court Act; that view is, we submit, 
also, an interpretation that section 67 limits the operation of 
section 10. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE MIDDLESFX REGISTRY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—So many friends and acquaintances have aidressed me on this 
subject that I shall be glad if you will publish a short summary of 
the position to date. 

y original action against Lord Truro had the effect of reducing 
the old minimum charge of 7s. to 4s. 6d. for a memorial of 200 
words thus: Entry, 1s. ; indorsement thereof, 1s.; oath and exhibit, 
2s. 6d.; total, 4s. 6d. 

There gee no authority in the Act of Anne to charge 2s. 6d. for 
oath and exhibit taken in the registry (the Bankruptcy Court for 
many years charged nothing for oaths administered by the officials) 
the judge in my action only allowed it as ‘‘ reasonable,” bearing in 
mind that 2s, 6d. was the recognized commissioner's fee outside. 
The registry, however, refused to recognize the option and con- 
venience of the profession, and, therefore, rejected London oaths 
taken outside; hence the mandamus just granted to compel them to 


80, 
‘ As the registry intend to appeal, the grounds set up should be 
nown, 
First, they said that the Act of 1853, creating London Chancery 
Commissioners, did not give wer to administer oaths to 
Middlesex memorials, and, secondly, that, if a commissioner outside 


July 30, 1887, © 
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could administer the oath, it must be done by independent affidavit, 
and not by indorsement, which, in my case, was as follows: “I 
hereby certify that the within-named William Derham made oath of 
the signing and sealing of this memorial and of the execution of the 
deed to which it refers at 51, Bread-street, in the City of London, 
before me, Thomas H. Weeks, a commissioner to administer oaths in 
the Supreme Court of Judicature in England and a London com- 
missioner to administer oaths in Chancery, appointed under section 2 
of 16 & 17 Victoria, chapter 78, residing at 51, Bread-street, in the 
City of London, this 2nd day of May, 1887.” 

The court held that the 1853 Act gave the power, and that the 
indorsed oath was in due form, Mr. Justice Wills remarking that, as 
the registrar himself adopted that form, ‘‘ what was good for the 
goose was good for the gander,” and Mr, Justice Stephen said 
that, if there was any real convenience in having a separate 
affidavit, the registrar ought to give notice to the profession to adopt 
that process. My counsel, however, pointed out, and it was not 
denied, that the registry accepted country oaths taken by indorse- 
ment, and that point was not further seriously pressed. 

An incidental question then arose as to whether commissioners, 
under the Judicature Acts, could administer these oaths. I was 
aware that the registry accepted such oaths administered in the 
country, but, inasmuch as section 82 of the Judicature Act, 1873, 
seemed to limit their dutics to matters “‘in court,” I foresaw the 
difficulty, and took the precaution to have my memorial sworn before 
a commissioner under both Acts. The judges refused to discuss the 
distinction, though the counsel on both sides pressed for a decision, 
and something may have to be done hereafter. 

But, strange to say, a new, and, what the defendant’s counsel called a 
“fatal,” point, was sprung upon us at the last moment. Every sdli- 
citor knows that a memorial may be signed by a grantee only, but 
the registry contended that the witness to the memorial must not 
only have attested his execution of the deed, but that of the grantor. 
The authority quoted for this was a remark by Lord St. Leonards in 
1846 and a decision in Ireland under the [rish Registry Act. Both 
Mr. Justice Stephen and Mr. Justice Wills, however, demolished 
this point, quoting certain text-books questioning the accuracy of 
Lord St. Leonards’ remark; moreover, the court observed that in a 
later edition of his book his lordship had left the passage out. It is 
understood that the new point is the sheet anchor of the intended 
appeal, and it need scarcely be said that, if the a ~ were upheld 
on such ground, thousands cf registrations wall be rend in- 
valid. Francois K. Munton, 

95a, Queen Victoria-street, July 28. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—The decisions on the construction of sub-section 2 of section 1 
of this Act appear to be somewhat embarrassing. 

In Jacob v. Isazc (33 W. RB. 845) the Court of Appeal refused to 
order a married woman plaintiff (suing alone), without separate 
estate, to give security for ccsts, on the ground that the sub-section 
allowed any married woman to sue as a /eme sole, in which case she 
would not be required to give such security, the question of her 
having the qualification of separate estate being quite ignored Ly the 
court, Lindley, L.J., is reported to have said: ‘‘I do not see how 
to get out of the language of the Act; the result may be that a 
married woman with no separate estate may bring what actions she 
likes and laugh at her opponent.” 

In the recent case of Palliser v. Gurney (reported in the Times of 
the 20th, and Soxicrrors’ Journat of the 23rd inst.), heard before 
the Master of the Rolls and Lindley, L.J., the decision is based entirel 
upon the question of separate estate, without which it was h 
that no woman was within the section; and, in his judgment (accord- 
ing to the 7'imes report), Lord Justice Lindley is made to say: ‘‘ The 
plain object of the Act is to confer on married women having separate 
estate @ capacity to contract, &c., . . . and if anyone sued a 
married woman under clause 2 of section 1 he could not succeed 
unless he shewed she had separate estate.” 

Can you assist me in reconciling these two decisions, which to m 


mind are very conflicting as regards the particular class of marri 
—— for or against whom the Act is applicable ? G. F.C. 
uly 25, 


[We propose to consider the matter when the — in the 
last-mentioned case have been fully reported.—Ep, 8.0.) 


ASSURANCE COMPANIES’ DEPOSIT, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.| 
Sir,—Can any of your readers tell me whether 33 & 34 Vict. o. 
61 applies to an accident assurance company, so as to make it neces- 
“7 hn the company to deposit £20,000 before commencing a ai 
uly 26, 
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CASEBOURNE & 00. ». HOUSTON & CO. AND AVERY & 00.— 
O. A. No. 1, 25th July. 
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unction from be on 
raion all ee totale tae ae The question then arose as to the 
amount payable to Houston & Co. and Avery & Oo. in respect of the 
freight, the defendants claiming the whole sgreed amount, and the pliain- 
tiffs contending that they were only entitled to damages for the breach of 
contract. Cave, J., at the trial, eye trap Gee ne he ah 
for the loss sustained by reason of the non- of the contract, 
which he accordingly assessed. The defendants Sen ars 
es Covrr (Lord at, See and Lopzs, ee Gen 
e appeal, Lord . on = there 
was no doubt that er achass tetalin tare enai contract were 
the damages really suffered. The difficulty, however, of assessing these 
in such cases was 80 that merchants and shippers had come to an 
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if before the freight was earned the goods were taken out of the ship 
any fault of the charterer he must pay to the shipowner the full 


that would have been earned. The rule was, 
one, but it would be most dangerons to 
doctrine of mercantile law. Livpiey, L.J., 
he had been able to find, both E 

shipowner, with the exception of one American 
unable to agree. Lorszs, L.J., said that where 
cn shipment it would become due even 
became impossible to carry it to its destination. 
when, from the fault of the charterer tke shipowner could 
out his share of the contract.—OCovun French, Q.C., and 
Walton; Forbes, Q.C., and Wilberforce. crrors, Wynne, 
Wynne ; Ingledew, Ince, § Co. 


BOYD e. FARRAR—Kay, J., 25th July. 
Practice—Parent Action—Partrovcars or Onsscrion. 
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stated that in a recent case Kay, J., had appointed a receiver upon motion 
made in a foreclosure action commenced by originating summons, and 
after judgment for foreclosure nisi. 

Currry, J., said that he would make an order for what it was worth, 
giving leave as asked.—OCounset, R. F. Norton, Soxrcrrors, Satchell § 
Chapple, for Winch § Greensted, Sittingbourne. 


Re H. PRATER (DECEASED)—Chitty, J., 2lst July. 
Wiuu—“ Prorerty ar my Banxers’’—Casn Barance—Secvuritigs. 


In this case the question arose as to what is included in a gift by a 
of “‘property at his bankers.” The testator, a domiciled 
en, was in the habit of spending a portion of the year at Paris, 

had for his convenience both London and Paris bankers. He, by his 
will, bequeathed to public institutions at Paris his ‘‘ property at Roths- 
child's bank, Rue Lafitte, Paris.” It appeared that at the date of his 
death he had standing to his credit at the bank referred to a balance of 
8,000 francs, and that he also had deposited at that bank actions au 
porteur and nominatives (i.c., share certificates payable to bearer and 
shares inscribed in his name) of the Paris, Lyons, and Mediterranean 
Railway Co. to the value of £7,000. The rentes of both actions were col- 
lected by his Paris bankers and credited to his account. 

Currry, J., said that the balance at the bank undoubtedly passed under 
the gift. It was true that in strictly legal language the balance was not 
cash the property of the testator, but was a debt due to him from his 

; but, in popular parlance, a balance at a man’s bankers was 
as cash both by men of business and many other persons, and 
it was generally treated as such by testators. But neither class of actions 
passed. The word “property’’ was, no doubt, a large term, but the be- 
quest here was of property subject to a limitation of place—namely, 
7 peed at a particular bank. Inthe case of Stuart v. Lord Bute (11 Ves. 
) Lord Eldon (p. 661) in referring to Lady Aylesbury's case (1 Ves. 273), 
observed that Lord Hardwicke had there held that cash and banknotes, 
but not promissory notes and securities, passed under a bequest of ‘‘ my 
house and all that shall be in it at the time of my death,’’ and stated the 
reason of the distinction to be that the securities and promissory notes 
were the evidence of title to things out of the house, and were not things 
im it. Brocke v. Turner (7 Sim 671) and Hertford v. Lowther (7 Beav. 1) 
were authorities to a like effect. He held that the actions were not prop- 
erty at the testator’s Paris bankers, but were evidence of the testator’s 
in the railway company.—Counsz1, Sir Arthur Watson, Q.C., 
I. Wiglesworth, and R. F. Norton; Romer, Q.0., and Ingle Joyce. Soutct- 
tons, J. Parker Dizon ; Wilkinson § Howlett. 


Re NEWBEGIN (DECEASED)—Chitty, J., 27th July. 


Poor Law — Pavrzr Lvsatic — Expense or Marnrenance — Luwatic 
Asrivms Acr, 1853 (16 & 17 Vicr. c. 97), s. 104—Srarvure or Lit 
rations (21 Jac. 1, c. 16). 


This was an administration action by the executor and trustee of a 
deceased testator. It appeared that under the will a pauper lunatic 
was entitled to a third of the testator’s residue, and the guardians of the 

to which the lunatic belonged claimed, under section 104 of the 

lums Act, 1853, to be paid out of the moneys in the hands of 

the plaintif belonging to the lunatic the whole cost of his maintenance 
for a period of some twenty years. 

Currrr, J., said that the question was whether, notwithstanding the 
enactment of 1853, the Statute of Limitations was applicable. The cases 
of Re Buckley's Trusts (Johns. 700) and Re Webster’s Trusts (27 Oh. D. 710) 
were decisions to the effect that the cost of a lunatic’s necessaries for 
maintenance was a debt due from the lunatic. Therefore, in the 
absence of express enactment to the contrary, the Statute of Limitations 
apply as a bar to the recovery of more than six years’ arrears. 
Act of 1853, in his opinion, whilst creating a new remedy, recognized 
old obligation, and was also absolutely silent as to any period of time. 
was therefore to be considered that the statutory period of six years’ 
limitation was applicable, and the guardians were, therefore, entitled to 
Recover six years’ arrears only.—Counset, Whitchorne, Q.C., and R. F. 
3 Upjohn. Sousctrons, Clarke § Calkin, tor Clarke & Howlett, 
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COHEN +. POLAND—North, J., 22nd July. 
Paactice—Ixsexction—Maxpatory Isscnction acatnst Aounr. 


in this case was whether a mandatory injunction could be 
against an agent. C. & Co. were the lessees of a house for a term 
sixty years. The ground floor was occupied by a tenant of theirs. 
on cy floors to P. & Co., under whom D. occupied 
the floor as tenant. D. was resident out of the jurisdiction. R. was the 
sub-masager of his business. D. had stored on the first floor goods of such 
a weight as to endanger the stability of the house, and the walJs had become 
evacked and werein 4 dangerous condition, so that the district surveyor had 
a notice on ©. & Co. to take down or otherwise secure the cracked 
and — of the first floor, and to remove the excessive waght 
action was brought by C. & Co, against P. & Co, D., and 

plaintiffs applied for an intcrim mandatory injunction to 
ca remove the goods. The ay may be not =~ - to serve 
principal was away for a holiday. - was in posses- 
."6 premises. "Vales thane circumstances 
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Coumns- Hardy, QC., amd Hull. Sorsctrons, Brown, Son, ‘| 


STRICK v. THE SWANSEA TIN PLATE CO.—North, J., 14th July, 4 


Traps Unton—Lacauiry or Runes—Diagcr Envorcement or AGREEMENIs © 
spy Count—Trapve Union Act, 1871, s. 4. 


The question in this case was how, in the winding up of a masters’ 
trade association, called the Glamorgaushire and Carmarthenshire Asso. 
ciation of Tin Plate Manufacturers, the assets, amounting to £14,000, 
ought to be distributed among the members or former members of the 
association. The chief clerk had, by his certificate, found that the funds 
were distributable among twenty-one firms in certain proportions, and 
had disallowed the claims of seven firms, on the ground that they had 
ceased to be members, they having been expelled for not conforming to 
the rules of the society before the date of the winding-up resolution, 
This was a summons on behalf of five of the firms whose claims had been 
disallowed to vary the certificate by admitting them to participate in the 
fund. The certificate was made in answer to an inquiry which had been 
directed by the court, who were entitled to participate in the fund and in 
what proportions. The claimants had been expelled from the association 
under a rule which provided that “‘ an rson being a member of the 
association who shall not act upon and keep all the rules of the associa. 
tion shall thereupon cease to be a member thereof, and shall forfeit all 
moneys paid into the association, and shall under no circumstances or 
conditions be entitled to any repayment or to any compensation or allow- 
ance in respect of his being a member of the association, or in respect of 
any claim which he may have against the funds of the association. But 
this clause shall not be enforced unless with the concurrence of three- 
fourths of the members of the association present at an extraordinary 
meeting to be called for the purpose of considering the same.’’ This con- 
currence had been obtained in the present case. It was admitted that the 
rules for the breach of which the claimants had been expelled were in 
restraint of trade. And, this being so, it wes argued that those rules 
were illegal, except so far as they were legalized by the Trade Union 
Acts, and that, inasmuch as section 4 of the ‘I'rade Union Act, 1871, pro- 
vides that nothing in the Act ‘‘shall enable any court to entertain any 
legal proceeding with the object of directly enforcing or recovering 
damages for the breach of any of’’ certain agreements in restraint of 
trade (which included the rules for the breach of which the claimants had 
been expelled), the court would not distribute the assets on the footing of 
validity of an expulsion which was founded upon a breach of those 
rules. 

Nortx, J., held that, an order having been already made for Rs 
the purpose of deciding how the assets were to be distributed, it a 
was too late to consider whether the 4th section of the Act of 1871 ~ 
operated to prevent the court from distributing the assets. It was not 
contended that the rules were void on any other ground than that they 
were in restraint of trade, and the Act of 1871 rendered them lawful, sub- 
ject to the provisions of section 4. An order was accordingly made to 
distribute the funds in conformity with the finding of the chief clerk. 
—Oounskri,' Cookson, Q.C., and A’ Beckett Terrell ; Cozens- Hardy, Q:C., and 
Fredk. Thompson ; Everitt, Q.O., and Christopher James. Soxicrrors, Thomas 
Smith ; Tamplin, Tayler, § Joseph ; W. R. Smith § Co. 


CHALK, WEBB, & CO, v. TENNANT—North, J., 21st July. 


Company—WIinpviInc vup—ConrripuTory—ActTion sy LIQUIDATOR T0 EN- 
rorce Batance OnDer ror CALLs. 


The question in this cese was whether the liquidator of a company in 
liquidation can enforce a balance order for calls by means of an action 
against the contributory. In the present case the liquidator issued a 
bankruptcy notice against the con tory in respect of the amount of 
the balance order, but the court held, in Bx parte Grimwade (17 Q. B. D, 
357), that a balance order is not a ‘*final judgment ’’ within the meaning 
of sub-section 1 (g.) of section 4 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, and set aside 
the bankruptcy notice. The liquidator had endeavoured to enforce the | 
balance order 4 means of a fi. fa., but the sheriff made a return of nulla ~ 
bona. The liquidator brought the present action in the name of the 
company against the contributory, for the amount of the balance order, 
the writ being specially indorsed under rule 6 of order III., the balance 
order being set forth in the indorsed particulars. The object was to 
obtain a final inant on which to found a fresh bankruptcy notice, 

Norru, J , held that the action could not be maintained. Carpenter ¥. 
Thornton (3 B. & Ald. 52) and Bailey v. Bailey (13 Q. B. D. 855) were 
authorities that an order of a court of equity for payment of a sum of 
pr Bree not be enforced by means of an action. An action could 
only be brought to recover a legal debt.—Counset, Herbert Reed ; Emden, 
Soricrrons, Beall § Co. ; Sweetland § Greenhill. 


Re BURTON, BURTON v. BURTON—North, J., 23rd July. 


Apuunterration Action—Oosts—Invant PLAIntives ENTITLED IN Revenr- 
sion—Costs As werween Soriciron anp Oven’. 


This was the further consideration of an administration action brought 
by infant plaintiffs (by a next friend), the plaintiffs being entitled to 
reversionary interests, 

Noxtn, J., following Damant v. Hennell (33 Oh, D. 224), held that the 
next friend was only entitled to immediate spares of his costs as between 
eed and , but that he should have liberty to apply for the difference 

ween his party and party costs and his solicitor aud client costs 
when the infants should become absolutely entitled in possession.— 
—— Gordon Fellowes ; Dunning, Sorscrrons, A. Scott Lawson; Torr 
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Re TRUFORT, TRAFFORD », BLANO—Siirling, J., 26th July. 
CLAIMs IN RESPBOT OF A Deceasep Person’s EsratTs FORMALLY ADJUDICATED 


upon BY Forzicn Counts, pEsiGNATED By Law or Dzcgassp’s Domicrtz— 
Decision BINDING on Enousu Courts. 


This was an administration action. The question now arising referred 
to property in this country of the deceased, F. C. T. Trufort. F. ©. T. 
Trufort was by origin an Englishman, who died having, as his lordship 
held, acquired the Swiss nationality, but, as was admitted, domiciled in 
France, whereupon, according to the law of France, the right of succession 
came to be determined by the proper Swiss tribunals; and in the present 
case the tribunals of Zurich became seised of the matter. The Zurich 
tribunals determined in favour of the legitimacy of the present plaintiff, 
which was at issue, and that he was entitled to nine-tenths of the 
inheritance in derogation of any will of the deceased. The defendant 
was a person taking under the will of the deceased person. It was 
objected (inter alia) that the Swiss tribunals had, in deciding the question 
of the plaintiff’s legitimacy, acted upon an erroneous view of English law. 

Srreiinc, J., held that the testator was, at the time of his death, a 
Swiss, and as it was admitted that his domicile was French, and 
that, according to the law of France, the right to his succession — 
on his nationality, the tribunals of Zurich had decided that the tiff 
was entitled to nine-tenths of the testator’s al estate, and lord- 
ship considered that he was bound by their decision. It was true that 
contentions had been raised to the effect that those decisions were founded 
on an erroneous view of English law. But it was established that a foreign 
judgment could not be impeached in this country on the ground that it 

roceeded on a mistake as to the English law. It did not appear that the 
Nefendant had brought any evidence before the Zurich tribunals as to the 
English law. The courts of this country did not sit to rchear causes 
which had been tried abroad. His lordship gave judgment for the plain- 
tiff, declaring that he was entitled to nine-tenths of the testator’s estate. 
—CovunseL, Everitt, Q.C., and Curtis Price; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and 
Nasmith ; Lambert. Soxtcrrors, Heales § Son; F. Rolt; Lambert, Petch, § 
Shakespear. 


SEDGWIOCK v. HELLIER—Q. B. Div., 22nd July. 
Brit or Sate—Oovenant FOR FURTHER ASSURANCE. 


This was an appeal from a refusal by A. L. Smith, J., at chambers, to 
restrain the defendant from selling certain goods which were included in 
a bill of sale given by the plaintiff to the defendant. The bill of zale 
contained a covenant by the grentor that he and every other person 
claiming any interest in the goods should execute and do all such assur- 
ances, &c. A. L. Smith, J., indorsed the summons with a statement that 
the case of Liverpool Commercial Investment Co. v. Richardson (30 Soxicrrors’ 
JournaL, 433) (in which a bill of sale containing a similar covenant was 
held bad, on the ground that the ordinary form of covenant for further 
assurance was limited to the grantor and all other persons claiming under 
him), had been overruled by the Court of Appeal in Re Cleaver, Ex parte 
Rawlings (35 W. R. 281, 18 Q. B. D. 489). t was sxqeed in support of 
the appeal that the Liverpool case was distinguishable from Re Cleaver, Ex 
parte Rawlings, and should still be followed. 

Tue Court (Sternzn and W115, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. The Liver- 
pool case was weakened, if not overruled. If this covenant went beyond 
the regular covenant for further assurance, it did not go beyond the form 
given in the Bills of Sale Act, 1882, which allowed the insertion of terms 
for the maintenance of the security. At any rate, it was not a case for 
interfering by injunction. — Counse,, Crispe; Pollard. Soxzcrrors, 
Davison ; Harman. 


MOORE v. MOORE, CHADWICK, AND GRIFFITHS—P. D. & A. Div., 
26th July. 


JupicraL SsraraTion—Dssertion—SEraRaTion Dsxp. 


This was a husband’s petition for a dissolution of marriage, and the 
wife counter-claimed for a judicial separation on the ground of her hus- 
band’s desertion. The suit was tried before Butt, J., and a common joy. 
The petitioner offered no evidence in support of the allegations in the 
oe but the counter-claim was gone into, and the jury found all the 

ues in favour of the respondent; but, it ap that a deed of separa- 
tion had been executed by the husband and Butt, J., reserved for 
further consideration the question of the effect of such deed upon the 
respondent’s right to relief on the ground of the petitioner’s desertion. 
After the parties had lived a from one another for two anda 
half, the husband asked his wife to meet him at the office of 
where he produced, and persuaded her to sign, a deed which h 
been prepared. The deed was described as “an by pero for separate 
maintenance.’’ The husband thereby “gre to 8 wife 50s. per week 
for maintenance, and to maintain and educate the two children of the 
marriage; and the wife agreed, in consideration of the ent of such 
maintenance by the husband so long as the parties should live separate, 
to give up to him the eustody of their children. The deed contained no 
other covenant of any kind on the of either . The respondent's 


counsel contended that the deed did not deprive her of a right to a judicial 
titioner ged ath 2 com 


separation, (1) because the (2) 
the respondent’s execution of it had been, in f by means of 
fraud ; (3) because it contained no covenant not to sue, and not pur- 


~ to grant any condonation of the petitioner’s desertion. peti- 
oner’s counsel contended that the dent could derive no benefit 
from a decree for a judicial separation since she could obtain no ter 
allowance for maintenance than was secured to her by the deed that 
the execution of the deed was equivalent to a waiver of her right to take 
advantage of her husband's previous desertion. The following cases were 





cited :— Buckmaster v. Buckmaster (17 W. R. 1114, 1 P. & D. 713); Parkin- 

son v. Parkinson (2 P. & D. er 4 Brown v 

202) ; Besant v. Wood (12 Ch. 

P. D. 77); Tress v. Tress (35 : 

W. R. 736, 31 W. R. 573, 7 P. D. 225, 8 
Burr, J., said that the petitioner’s desertion for more than two years 

had been clearly proved, and the only question was whether the deed 

separation epeen ee ee ee & decree 

judicial separation. a ee the question whether the 

pleadin ant thus the ent 

been set up by the petitioner in his us 

was precluded from availing herself of any dchenes ateke tee 

arisen upon it. In addition to this, the deed contained no covenant by 

ths ite net oS Se and there was 

nothing in it to shew that she 

the cases in which a deed had been held to be a bar to a suit there had 

been either an agreement not to sue, or 

cohdonation of some previous offence. There was nothing 

the deed before the court, which was, no bar 

to sue for desertion. The must be izsed, with costs, 

there would be a decree of j 

Covunset, C. A. Middleton; H. B. Deane. 

Griffithes ; Field, Roscoe, Francis, ¢ 

Ratcliffe, Liverpool. 





CASES AFFECTING SULICITORS. 
BOSWELL v. COAKS—C. A. No, 2, 27th July. 


Costs—Taxation—Severance or Derenpanrs—Discrerion or Taxine 
Masrer—R. 8. C., 1883, LXV., 29. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. ‘ 
question was whether a number of defendants to an action to set aside a 
mer phe hayes oat oe ey the plaintiffs J 
rately and to have 6 J. 
2 aA the action with costs (23 Oh. D. 302 
reversed the decision (27 Ch. D. 424), but the House of Lords 
decision of Fry, J. (11 App. Cas. 232). The House of Lords directed that 
the plaintiffs should pay the defendants’ costs in all three courts, and 
that, in taxing the costs in the High Court and in the Ccurt of (in 
which courts the defendants had yey separately, though all 
appeared er in the House of See al aueady take 
sider “ wh er any of the defendants who pa age aoe | 
sufficient reason for ing in in so far 
should appear that they not, 
set of costs, or as 
taxing master allowed one of 
was treated as a ~ ¢ case. 
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House 
gated it to the taxing master to consider and decide whether 
ants were entitled to separate costs. Unless it was shewn that 
considered the matter and exercised his discretion, his decision 
be appealed from.—Counani, Cookson, Q.0., and 4. G. Langley ; 


i: 


Hardy, Q.C., and Beaumont ; Phi Beale; Chadwyck- Healey ; Method ; 
Haldane ; Butcher, Soxicitons, Whites, Renard, § Co.; Hudson, Mathews, § 
Co. ; Smythe § Brettell ; S. W. Johnson ¢ Son ; Blake ¢ Heseltine ; Aldridge, 


Thorn, § Morris. 


Re FAULKNER—North, J., 25th July. 


Soxrcrron—Cosrs—Saz sy Avcrron—“ Cospuctixe Far”—Oomurssion To 
Avcrronggr Parp BY Ourent—Rrext or Sorrcrron ro Cuarce ron Work 
Done prrorr SaLe—Soxrcrrors’ Rewunseatron Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vier. 
c. 44)—Remunzration Onpar, Avovust, 1882, Cravse 2; Scusp. 
Pant 1 ; Rure Il. 
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‘‘ not costs which in part 1 of schedule 1 are included under the head of | £89 13s. 10d. was accepted in satisfaction was not raised in the county ” esperim 
‘deducing title,’ or -eoulig or completing conveyance,’ or ‘ preparation | court, and if it had been raised it was a question of fact. —- LJ. 9 pecome : 
of contract or conditions of sale,’ nor are they costs included * the work | said that the word “‘ demand” in the order referred to the bill of costs 2 person : 
for which the auctioneer was paid”; (2) “when no fee for conducting | itself, and not to interest, and he thought that the ae ae be were aie 
a sale is charged, the costs of instructing the auctioneer and pre- | charged at any time before the bill was satisfied.—Counsex, Gould ; De 4 pil is 
paring the ‘particulars and advertisements of sale, and issuing the | Sausmares. Soxicrrors, Burne § Berridge ; Blair & Girling. . — 
same, and costs preliminary and incidental thereto, and attending the i the ben 
sale, are pro ly chargeable by the vendor's solicitor having done the Re ELEY—North, J., 22nd July. 
business.” The 


taxing master replied, ‘‘ the solicitor objects to the dis- 
allowance of these items because they are not included in the words for 
which the ad valorem scale charge is expressed to be given in part 1 of 
schedule 1. It is a fact that they, or nearly all of them, are not included 
in those words taken alone, but it is admitted that all the charges the 
disallowance of which is objected to are connected with the sale. I have 
disallowed these items, and overruled the objections on the authority of 
Re Emanuel § Simmonds (33 Oh. D. 40, 30 Sortcrrorns’ Jovrnat, 502). The 
question for the decision of the court is whether the principle decided 
in that case, with respect to a lease, applies to asale. It was decided in 
that case that, having regard to clause 2 of the order, the scale charge, 
though ressed to be ‘for preparing, settling, and completing lease,’ 
covers all business connected with the lease. I consider it necessarily 
follows that the scale charges expressed to be for ‘ conducting a sale,’ and 
for ‘deducing title, &c.,’ or the latter only, if the former is not applicable, 
cover all business connected with the sale.” The solicitor took out a 
summons to review the taxation. 

Norrn, J., held that the taxing master was wrong, and that the 
solicitor was entitled to his proper charges, under schedule 2, in respect 
of the matters in question ; though he could not, of course, be paid for 
any work for which the auctioneer had been already paid. The solicitor 
had done work for which he would have been entitled to be paid if he 
had paid the auctioneer’s commission himself ; why should he not be paid 
for that same work because the auctioneer was paid by the client? The 
scale fee for ‘‘ conducting”’ the sale did not apply in such a case, but his 

lordship thought that the solicitor was entitled to be paid for the work 
which the auctioneer had not done. If anything which the solicitor had 
done was properly the auctioneer’s work, of course the solicitor would 
not be entitled to be paid for it. The argument on behalf of the client 
really came to this, that, if the solicitor was not paid for the whole work 
of ‘‘conducting ” the sale, he could not be paid for any part of it. That 
argument was inconsistent: with the view which the court had taken of 
the ecale fee for ‘‘ deducing title, &c.,’’ for it had been decided that the 
solicitor was not entitled to that fee unless he had done the whole of the 
work for which it was prescribed. But it had been held that, if the soli- 
citor had done = of that work, he was entitled to be paid for that part, 
though he could not have the scale fee. The principle of those decisions 
applied to the fee for ‘“‘ conducting a sale” when the whole of the work 
which it covered had not been done by the solicitor, but au auctioneer 
had been employed at the client’s expense. Re Emanuel & Simmonds 
related to leases, and did not apply to such a case as the present, where 
two scale fees were provided, one for ‘‘ conducting”’ the sale, the other 
for “*deducing title, &c."’ In Re Wilson (29 Ch. D. 790) the taxing 
master had allowed charges similar to those which had been disallowed in 
the t case, and the question whether he was right in so doing was 
not raised before the Court of Appeal, but the court did not express any 
> adverse to the allowance. That case shewed that the practice in 
taxing master’s office had been, when the whole work of ‘‘ conduct- 
ing”’ a sale had not been done by the vendor's solicitor, to allow the 
solicitor such charges outside the scale fee as were proper for the work 
which he had done. The taxing master was not precluded from allowing 
the items which he had disallowed, and the matter must go back to him 
to consider the propriety of the individual items.—CounszL, Cozens-Hardy, 
Q.C., and & re; McSwinney. Sorscrrons, Hensman § Marshall; 
Soames, Edwards, § Jones. 


BLAIR & GIRLING ¢. CORDNER—C. A. No. 1 (Sitting as a Divisional 
Court), 25th July. 

Souscrrozr — Brit or Costs —Ixrzrest on Dispvrsements any Costs — 

Drmaxy ror Parmext—Sorictrons’ Remcweration Act, 1881 (44 & | 

45 Vict. c. 44, s. 5)—Gewerat Onver, cravse 7. 


In this case a question arose as to the construction of clause 7 of 


Ae 


Soxtcrrar—Oosts—Scate Fees ror ‘‘Investicatinc Tirtz’’ AND FoR 











““Necortatine Loan ’’—Soxicrrors’ Remuneration OxbeR or Avucust, | unneces 
1882, scuep. 1, part 1. = The - 
This was a summons for the taxation of a solicitor’s bill after payment, for on 
on the ground of special circumstances. The client, who was a lessee, af ite 
had exercised an option to purchase the demised property, and the | in 
solicitor acted for the lessor in ane title to it, &e. The purchaser © Seame 
desired to borrow part of the pw “money on mortgage of the © the ral 
property, and he informed the solicitor of this. The solicitor told him = ti 
that he believed that M., one of the vendors, would be willing to advance | sory te 
part of the money required, and he introduced M. to the purchaser, and ~~ invol 
M. and the purchaser then made arrangements for the required loan, © ous . 
The solicitor acted for both parties in relation to the mo’ , and he | 
claimed to charge the purchaser with the scale fee for ‘deducing title” ~ Tmitat 
to the property, and with the scale fee for “‘ negotiating loan.’’ P: investi 
Nortu, J., held that, under the circumstances, the solicitor had not Ri coeamnt 
‘*deduced’’ any title to the property, and that, as he had only brought | Iterat 
the parties together, he had not “ negotia ” the Joan, and that he was rt - that tt 
not entitled to either fee. By reason of these improper charges the | defeat: 
purchaser would have been entitled to taxation of the bill, ae 7S unis: 
the payment. But his lordship refused the application, on the ground 77 red 
that an agreement for good consideration had been entered into between 7 that 7 
the solicitor and the client, that the bill should not be taxed.—Counsz, - = t 
Byrne; H. Terrell. Souicrrons, W. Eley ; Neale. ‘ a 
~B value. 
2 indem 
a throu, 
a fraud, 
@  Bitate) 
LAW SOCIETIES. Mm btw 
GLOUCESTERSHIRE AND WILTSHIRE INCORPORATED a 2S 
LAW SOCIETY. 3 Re oe 
The annual meeting of this society was held at Marlborough on the 20th =~ unde! 
inst. Mr. Ellett (Cirencester) presided, and there was alarge attendance, ~ the p 
including Messrs. Whitcombe, T. C. R. Taynton, J. H. Jones, O, Scott, ~ perso 
and E. W. Coren, hon. sec. (Gloucester), Mr. ©. F, Gale (Cheltenham), © owne 
Mesers. W. Warman, Vice-president, F. Winterbotham, F. H. Croome, © value 
A. J. Morton Ball, and R. H. Smith (Stroud), Mr. Mullings (Cirencester), 9% mani 
Messrs. H. Kinneir, H. C. Tombs, A. E. Withy, W. H. Kinneir, and E, “a it do 
Tudor Jones (Swindon), Messrs. W. 8. Jones and W. Forrester (Malmes- ~ the : 
bury), Mr. A. J. Keary (Chippenham), Mr. H. Bevir (Wotton Rassett),and ~ trust 
Messrs. G. B. Smith and A. E. Smith (Nailsworth). - “ will 
Mr. Ellett was re-elected president, and Mr. Henry Kinneir (Swindon) ~ of di 
was elected vice- president. te thro 
The report of the committee was received and adopted, and the sealof ~ meu 
the society was ordered to be affixed to a petition in support of amend- ~~ to tl 


ments in the Land Transfer Bill in conformity with the views expressed 
in the report. 

Gratuities amounting to £80 were made to widows and families of 
deceased solicitors in the district, and a subscription’ of thirty guineas was 
voted to the Gloucester Law Library. 

A novel feature in connection with this meeting was an excursion to 
Savernake Forest, under the genial escort of Mr. R. W. Merriman (Marl- 
borough), after which the members dined together. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 
Members.—The present number of members is 106. 

Land Transfer.—This subject at the present time outweighs all others 
in interest for our profession, and especially for those who, like the 
members of this society, are largely en in conveyancing business. 





the General Order made under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881, 
which says that “‘a solicitor may charge interest at four per. cent per 
annum on bis disbursements and costs . . from the expira- | 
’ The plaintiffs, a firm | 
of solicitors, sent, on December 4, a cash account to the defendant, their | 
client, inclosed in a letter requesting payment of the same. The defendant 
asked for details, which the plaintiffs furnished on December 10, making, 
however, no further express request for payment of their bill. The de- 
having taken out an order to tax, the bill was reduced by the 
master from £117 13s. 10d. to £89 13s. 10d., which amount was paid by the 
defendant. The plaintifis obteined judgment in the City of London 
for interest on the latter sum from one month from December 10 (ante, p. 
eS San now contented an behalf the defendant that the order 
section 7 of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act requires a demand for 
ee no evidence here of such a demand, 
paymen e sum was accepte! the pla 
ae A. their claim. aimee 7 sees 
ne Cover (Lord Esuen, M_B., Laxpiey and Lores, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
Lord Eenex, M-R., said that the question mae rested 
clause 7 of the order. ‘The contention that the 


mere the bill of costs did not constitute a demand was 
fancifal aod” unbusiness-like. The defence that the payment of the 








be ar the 
considered scheme of land 
falee to Ste oe on and its duties if it failed to point out objections 
suggested experience 

tion raised by the present Bill is that of compulsion in regard 
tion of title. All previous legislation on the subject has been pac may 
and the failure, more or less complete, of such legislation is only to 
explained by assuming that 1 


van 

advise their cl 
the transfer of 
assured compulsion would be unnecessary, and 
it becomes unjust. Fi samp Bill, however, introduces com 
only ina 1 and 

not estab! registration 

the day, by Order in Council, 
which registration becomes to a certain extent 
in the first instance only one or a few districts 


The attitude of the profession towards the Transfer Bill, which has ~~ 
been introduced in House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor, has been ~ 
well illustrated by the discussion at the recent meeting of the Incorpor- 
ated Law Society in London. There is certainly no disposition on the 
part of solicitors to , or obstruct the working, of a well- 
transfer; but the profession would be 
the of its members. The most important ques- 
to registra- 


s ao Pe aire Ra coneetonel, nee 
tages stration w expense o Solicitors would gladly 
ts to avail themselves of any system which would make 

oop the thy Mwmonen 4 If those results were 
ae cont be nee 

ve manner. In the first place the Bill does 
at all, but merely enables the Government of 
to create land registry districts within 
comprion7, and pene 
be created by way of 
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esperiment. Then, again, when a registry has been created it would only 
become necessary to register before , settling, or mortgaging. A 
person in possession and not desiring to sell, settle, or mortgage need not 
ister. Un his death, however, his successor must . It must 

be admitted, therefore, that if compulsion is to be applied at all the 
Bill is as little objectionable as may be, but that does not make it 
less true that if the system should prove to be really for 
the benefit of landowners it would need no compulsion to secure its 
adoption. The Bill requires that on a sale the vendor shall be 
registered before transfer. This appears to your committee to involve 
unnecessary expense. Registration by the purchaser should be sufficient. 
The scheme of registration which will, come into operation in any district 
for which a registry is established is a modificatior of the scheme of Lord 
Cairns’ Act of 1875. Registration may be either with an absolute, a 
qualified, or a possessory title. Registration with an absolute or a qualified 
title involves investigation of title, with its consequent os reed ut it is 
assumed (though on this, as on so many other points, much depends upon 
the rules which are to be made hereafter) that registration with a posses- 
sory title will only require evidence of possession, and therefore should 
involve only the minimum of expense. . A novel feature of the Bill 1s the 
proposal to convert a possessory or a qualified title into an absolute title 
after notice by advertisement in the month of November in five successive 
ears. This appears to be in effect the enactment of a new period of 
itation as to registered real property, confirming title with little or no 
investigation after five years’ adverti ion, and it seems to the 
committee that, if the Statute of Limitations is to be thus varied, the 
alteration should apply generally and not merely to registered land, and 
that the proposals of the Bill do not adequately guard against the risk of 
defeating the rights of persons not in actual . A somewhat 
similar machinery is prescribed by the Bill for conclusively a 
bovndaries of registered land, but the committee incline to the opinion 
that resort to this machinery would involve much risk of trouble and 
litigation, but stirring up disputes as to boundaries which would other- 
wise never arise, and they doubt if this part of the Bill is of any practical 
value. The Bill proposes the establishment of an insurance fund for the 
indemnity of persons sustaining loss by being deprived of their rights 
through the registration of some other sar or by reason of f 4 
fraud, or error, and to create the fund (which is to be guaranteed by the 
State)—an insurance fee of }d. in the £ on the capital value of the land 
is to be paid on first registration with an absolute or qualified title, and 
on the trausfer of registered Jand, and on the creation, and on transfer, 
of charges on registered land. It appears to the committee that there is 
no sufficient ground for imposing an insurance fee on owners who register 
under compulsion, and, further, that the proposal of the Bill to indemnify 
the person who is deprived of his land by the registration of some other 
person as owner is objectionable. The land should be restored to the true 
owner, and the person wrongfully py ve na if acting bond fide and for 
value should be indemnified. The business of land registry is to be 
managed by a Land Transfer Board, and it is a blot upon the Bill that 
it does not prescribe the qualification of the members of the board, or of 
the registrars' and district registrars to be appointed. The committee 
trust that this will be amended, and that none Bat barristers or solicitors 
will be eligible. The Bull gives no indication as to the extent or number 
of district registries contemplated. If registration is to become general 
throughout the country, it must in the opinion of the committee be by 
meuns of district registries sufficiently numerous to be readily accessible 
to the public and to the legal practitioners in overy dietrict, though for 
facility of search it may be desirable to provide for the trans- 
mission of copies of the entries in district registries to the prin- 
cipal registry, as is done in the case of the probate registries. 
The rules which are to be made for carrying the Act into effect are no 
less important than the Act itself, and the power to make such rules 
ought not, it is submitted, to be vested as is proposed by the Bill in the 
Lord Chancellor alone. An important subject to be dealt with by the 
rules is that of fees and costs, and it is submitted that the rules relating 
to costs at all events should be made by a tribunal on which solicitors are 
directly represented. The Bill is suspiciously vague as to the intended 
status of solicitors in regard to practice in the office of land registry, and 
some of the statements in Parliament and the press of the Lord Chancel- 
lor and others concerned in promoting the Bill have not been calculated 
to allay suspicion on this head. The committee contend that the profes- 
sion will be acting strictly within their rights, and not less in the true 
interests of the public, by firmly adheriug to the position taken by the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society and approved by the repre- 
sentatives of the profession throughout England and Wales at the recent 
London meeting—namely, ‘‘that without limiting the right of any 
proprietor to transact in person his own business, the conduct for fee or 
reward of “— business connected with land should, as heretofore, be in- 
trusted to solicitors.’’ The Bill proposes to amend the law by making 
real estate devolve as personalty on tee. See that a surviving 
husband or wife will take a life interest. It proposes to prohibit the 
creation of estates tail in future, and where an existing tenant in tail can, 
without the consent of any other person, bar the entail by deed, the Act 
will bar it. These are proposals —_ which opinions will probably to 


some extent differ, and they involve questions of public not 
specially atfecting the moe: the but the committee see no objectn to | system of 


is part of the Bill, unless it be that the assimilation of the law as to 
realty and personalty is not made complete. 

At the instance of the committee of the Associated Provincial Law 
Societies, your committee have taken steps to obtain information as to the 
charges usually made in this district for pe ye business in cases 
of £100 and under, and £200 respectively. The following are the re- 


sults of the inquiries made :— 





QUESTIONS, 


1. Ave ate Sn analy Gee ee Se 13 
in cases Of £200.........0..00ceeeses be “yes,” 6 “no.” 

. scale usually charged } Total number of replies, 19. 12 

: A casas of hte aed aie etebee } “yes,” 7 “no.” 
In each class of case the ‘‘no” replies indicate that sometimes it is 
found im e to charge the scale fees. The Associated Provincial Law 
Societies have the Bill on some points 


suggested that petitions against 
should be presented, and the suggested form of petition will be submitted 
to the members at the general meeting for their consideration. 

Conditions of Sale—Auction Fees.—In furtherance of the resolation of the 
last annual meeting the committee have issued the following circular 
letter to the members :— 

** November, 1886. 


** Dear Sir, 
*“Qonprtions or Sate—Avcrion Fzzs. 


‘‘The committee desire to bring under your notice the following 
we which was passed at the last annual general meeting of the 
society :— 

ee That this society recommends the discontinuance of see of 

ch purchasers with auctioneers’ fees at auction % 
“This resolu was adopted after full discussion and after the atten- 
tion of the members generally had been called to the subject in the 
report of the committee issued prior to general meeting, in the following 


terms :— 

‘** The attention of the committee has been called to the use of 
conditions of sale imposing on p’ pa t of auc- 
tioneers’ fee, and they have given a to members of the 

society to refer to the subject in this report with a view to taking 
the sense of the meeting upon it. 


tioneers’ i to ph It say shea that 
the practice of charging contract now geners mdoned, 
but some members of the society still auctioneers’ fees to 
purchasers, and it a to the committee that a distinct 


recommendation on the latter point should be given by the society 
for the guidance of its members.’ 

‘* Under these circumstances the resolution 
considered opinion of the society, and the 
hope that it will be acted upon by all the members of the 
that they will use their influence non to ind 
follow the same course, so that the of 
uniform in this and at the same time 
with the practice in London 


B 
‘ 
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The committee propose to 
Common Form Conditions of Sale, and will issue the revised form as soon 
as possible. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Act and 
that the tendency of the decisions of 
is to cut down the remuneration 
the object of the scale. That object 
Se the actual amount of work done in each case, but to 

e the simple cases help to pay for the intricate ones, and to assess the 
remuneration on the ad the 
the order with reference to sales by 
it very difficult toobtain the scale 
place in ay pte the ee right to 

re g tor attending the auction. 
oper found expression in a resolution of a recen 
the Incorporated Law Society, when a committee 
appointed to consider the question 
Th committee, of which your president 
Oeuncl of te Teorpersted La Soca 
un e In Ww @ case 
practice of a member of this society, where the scale fee 
auction sale was disallowed 
case or @ one will come 
It will thus be seen that the 
endeavouring to uphold the scale in the interest of the profession 
and the committee would urge u 
should also endeavour to 
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ASSOCIATION FOR THE REFORM AND CODIFICATION OF 
THE LAW OF NATIONS. 


The thirteenth conference of this association was opened on Monday at 
the Guildhall, London, Mr. Justice Burr presiding. 


Prestpent’s ADDRESS. 


The Pnresiprxt, after some preliminary remarks, said: The 
codification of the Law of Nations was, perhaps, a consummation 
which no one now living might hope to see; but if ever identical 
views of what should be the practice of the different nations of 
the earth in their dealings with each other were to be reached, 
it could only be by the removal or the lessening of the diverg- 
encies prevailing in their national laws and customs, and it was to that 
end that their Jabours were directed. The most important of the topics 
suggested for discussion were undoubtedly those which related to what 
was called public international Jaw, and the subject which he regarded as 
the most important of these topics suggested for the consideration of the 
conference was the progress of international arbitration. It was im- 
possible to conceive any question of more universal interest, more closely 
touching the popemaas of the human race, than that. On the sclution of 
that depended the alternative of peace or war, as the inheritance of those 
who ceme after them. The hope that in their day, or in that of the 
children, or even that of their children’s children, the peaceful settlement 
of all disputes between nations might ae the arbitrament of war 
might well be regarded as beyond the pale of practical aspirations. The 
goal might be distant, but he refused to believe that it was unattainable. 

e believed that the vast proportions which the stancing armies of the 
European States had assumed, adverse as they might at first sight appear 
to be to their peaceful aspirations, would before very long be found to 
make for rather than against them. The raising and maintaining of 
these large armaments in most countries of Europe was eating the heart 
out of the people. It was not merely the fiscal burden cast on the popula- 
tion for the clothing and maintenance of those masses of soldiery; but it 
was that every man under arms was an appreciable diminution of the 
working power of the community—a unit withdrawn from the sum of 
the uct of that human industry whereby nations grew rich and 

es og teeny While the armed force at the disposal of the Govern- 
ments Europe was never so large; while the engines of destruction 
developed by the marvel’ous resources of science were never so formidable ; 
on the other hand there never was a time when Sovereigas and rulers were 
so anxious to appear, at least, to conform to the dictates of equity and 
of justice, as embodied in the works of great writers on international law. 
It was satisfactory to observe a growing tendency among nations to refer 
matters in dispute between them to arbitration. Many international dis- 
putes had been settled by the peaceful means they advocated, and there 
was reason to hope that for the future it would be the custom in treaties 
of peace, as it had been in treaties of commerce, to insert what was known 
as an arbitration clause. In any case by continuing to raise its voice 
ype the monstrous absurdity and wickedness of war and in favour of 
the more rational solution of international disputes, this association could 
not fail to render valuable aid to the cause of humanity. 


InTERNATIONAL ConVENTIONS FOR THE NEUTRALIZATION or TERRITORY 
AND THEIR APPLICATION TO THE SuRz CANAL. 


Sir Travers Twiss, Q.0., read a paper on this subject, in which, after 
referring to the refusal of Austria and Russia to respect the neutrality 
proclaimed by Switzerland itself in 1813, as being a neutrality only 
nominal, and the forcible expression given to this refusal by the allied 
Austrian and Russian armies marching through Switzerland, he said that 
at the Congress of Vienna in 1815 the plenipotentiaries of the five Great 
Powers themselves declared the ‘‘ perpetual neutrality”’ of Switzerland. 
He then passed to the considerations which led to Belgium being also 
declered by the Great Powers to be a perpetually neutral State in 1831, 
and those which brought about a similar agreement with regard to 
Luxemburg in 1867, and added :—‘‘ It is observable that in this treaty 
there is introduced a provision which has no place in the treaty guaran- 
teeing the neutrality of the Helvetic Confederation, nor in the treaty 
guaranteeing the neutrality of Belgium—namely, a provision whereby 
the high contracting parties engaged themselves in express terms to 
hema am ge of neutrality stipulated in the treaty.’’ He explained 
the leness of such a gece inasmuch as by it Powers uire 
the right to demand from each other es ag for the neutrality and the 
tight to intervene to enforce their demands, although they are not bound 
to so intervene as they would be if they had expressly guaranteed the 
neutrality ina formal manner. Coming to the case of the Suez Canal, 
Sir T. Twies continued : — ‘‘ I venture to think that it is not beyond hope 
that the Powers whose representatives at Constantinople have regulated 
im conference the tolls to be levied on vessels Peri through the Suez 
Canal may come to an agreement to sign a 
themselves to +t at all times the neutrality of the waterway throug 
the isthmus, which His Imperial Majesty the Padishah of the Ottomans, 
a suzerain of the isthmus and of its waters, has declared to be always open 
to vessels of commerce as a neutral passage between the two seas.”’ 

M. Ciunzr moved ;—‘‘ That the conference expresses the desire that the 
Government should as soon as possible resume the diplomatic negotiations 
Hoe oe saa at Paris in 1885, with the object of concluding a convention 

to the free use of the Suez Oansl, and of completing this work of 
pacification and of universal interest.” 

This resolution was seconded by Mr. Hopcson Prarr and carried. 


SECOND DAY’S PROCEEDINGS. 


eclaratory act, engaging agreed 


Tus Liuirs anp Parviteces or Terrirosra, Warers. 


Mr. Gzoncz Bapen-Powe tt, M.P., read a pai on this subject. 4 
said that by international law a vation is permitted, ‘‘ for the purposes of” 


which abut upon its coasts.” 
limits of these waters. : 
water mark were admittedly wholly within the /x loci ; and those on 


It was difficult, however, to d 


if they were residing on the land. With reference to parts more sea 


popular rule. 
three miles. 
Act, and the United States had agreed to the claim, thong other nationg 
had not. For various objects other distances had been claimed as within 
the jurisdiction by different nations. Norway had specified in one cage 
four miles, England six miles under an Act of George IV., and a, 
twelve miles under the ‘‘ Hovering Acts.” 
claimed the same for revenue p s, and even as far as the Gulf 
Stream for the exclusion of belligerente. Spain had claimed a six. 
mile belt round Cuba. Among instances of greater distances Great 
Britain had been granted by China jurisdiction over British subjects 
on vessels up to 100 miles from the coast of China. The 


For all practical purposes this was the marine league of 


Bay of Newfoundland 
Generally speaking, however, the three-mile limit was generally acknow- 
ledged as the limit. Foreigners had a right of use over such waters, 
subject to definite limitations. Belligerent acts must not be carried on 
there; piracy and smuggling could be stopped there, and quarantine 
regulations enforced. The one general rule was that the State had the 
right to exercise any rights over these waters in defence of herself and her 
own interests, orin maintaining the right of free passage to all others, 
There remained the question of reaping the harvest of the sea. It was 
commonly acknowledged that the fructus of the waters belonged to the 
country, but much difference of opinion existed as to how they were to be 
protected in its enjoyment. Mr. Baden-Powell considered that the 
defining of territorial waters and of the rights of natives and foreigners 
in them should be settled by common agreement between nations. 

The Hon. Davin Duptey Fretp, of New York, moved that a committee 
of five members of this association be appointed by the chairman of 
this meeting, who shall have power to add to their number, to take into 
consideration the valuable paper of Mr. G. Baden-Powell, and to frame 
some general rules for the common regulation of the duties and privileges 
in territorial waters of adjacent States. 

The resolution was adopted. 


Unpge WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES Is IT JUSTIFIABLE TO Destroy Suippine 
Property at Sea ? 
Rear-Admiral Cotoms read a paper on this subject, in which he said: 
The question was how derelict ships found at sea ought to be dealt with, 
and whether they might be intentionally sunk as dangerous to navigaticn, 
When the Admiralty received information of a derelict ship.or wreckage 
being in such waters as to be dangerous to shipping, their course was to 
communicate to Lioyd’s, and they then often sent a steamer to the 
spot, the practice being to salve if possible, and not to destroy and sink 
the derelict if there was a reasonable chance of its being saved. No 
special instructions were issued to the Royal Navy officers, and they acted 
to the best of their discretion. Each case was treated on its own merits; 
the first question being whether the derelict could be saved, the second 
whether 1t was a danger to navigation, and, next, whether, if so, it could 
be destroyed. The Admiralty were, however, about to issue the follow- 
ing order:—‘‘ Should any of her Majesty’s ships fall in with any water- 
logged vessel abandoned at sea and constituting a danger to navigation, 
the same should be examined, and unless it appears that the cargo is 
com of such large baulks of timber as to be of themselves a dan 
if released to float, or unless the position of the wreck is such as to make 
it probable that she may be presently towed into port, every effort should 
be made to sink or otherwise destroy her.’’ 
Professor BaLpwin (Newhaven, U.S.A.) proposed: ‘‘That the valuable 
paper of Admiral Colomb be referred to the committee authorized by the 
previous vote.’’ 
Mr. Grirritu (London) seconded the motion. 
Mr. Grover moved as an amendment: ‘‘That the thanks of the con- 
ference be tendered to the Admiralty for the order they pro to issue 
in respect of the destruction of derelicts at sea, and the public interest be 
still furthered the discretion of the naval officers being less fettered, 
a4, in the order.” 

. Freetanp having seconded this, Professor Baldwin’s amendment 
was first put and carried, and then Mr. Glover’s resolution was also 
to, 

At a subsequent poten of the meeting the Hon. D. D. Fieip expressed 
his strong opinion that private property at sea should be entirely exempted 
from capture in war. 

Admiral Cotoms considered that capture shortened war, but believed 
that the officers of her Majesty’s Navy would be in favour of the pro- 
posed abolition of capture. 

A resolution was carried: ‘‘ That it is the judgment of this acsociation 
that private property at cea should be as much exempted from capture as 
private property on land.”’ 

After lunch the Hon. D. D. Freup took the chair. 


InTgRNATIONAL ARBITRATION, 








Sir Trzveus T wise took the chair. 


Mr. Ricnarp read a paper on this subject, in which he said that it was 


its own security and welfare, to hold command of portions of the om seq” 
efine the 

Such portions as harbours and waters above low 

board ships there are subject to the local laws and regulations as much ag — 


The United States in 187} 


uestion of @ 

——* over bays had been much disputed. St. George’s Channel  ~ 
d been diplomatically acknowledged to be British territory, and the 

had been legislated for as if British territory, ~ 


the question was more complicated. The “‘ cannon-shot limit ’’ was the * 


It had been claimed in our Territorial Waters Jurisdiction 
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‘an unquestionable fact that, numerous.as wars had been within the last | Cooke, Robert John 


century, the cases in which differences had been adjusted by some form of 
reference or arbitration had been still more numerous. Adverting to the 
recent cases of arbitration, he instanced the seizure of the Havana Packet 
and the resulting dispute between Holland and San Domingo, the claim of 
German subjects to land in Fiji, the seizure of an American ship in 
Manilla, the claim of England against Chili arising out of the Chili- 
Peruvian war complications, the Penjdeh boundary dispute between 
Russia and England, and the Caroline Islands difference between Germany 
and Spain, all decided without war and by arbitration. There wasa 
growing conviction in favour of international arbitration. At the Con- 
ference of Berlin on the Congo, resort to arbitration in case of future dis- 
putes within those territories was formally agreed upon. A “‘ Treaty of 
Arbitration ’’ had been entered into between Colombia and Honduras, the 
first expressly formed with the object of terminating every kind of future 
difference between two States. A Bill has also the Senate of the 
United States to create an International Supreme Court for the Americans. 
He hoped to see that great State and Great Britain enter into a similar 
treaty to that between Colombia and Honduras. This had been suggested, 
and it would be a great triumph of civilization. 

Mr. Jupcz H. Peanopy moved: ‘‘ That the association has heard with 
much satisfaction the paper of Mr. Richard on the progress of international 
arbitration, and reiterates its declarations of former years in favour of the 
substitution of arbitration for war in international disputes.’ 

Professor LzonzsLzvi seconded the resolution. 

The Arrorngy-Generat said that the practical carrying out of the 
theoretic views a, upon was the difficult part of the question. A 
board of arbitration ad hoc was easy enough to agree upon, but the 
difficulty was the appointment of such an authority for future disputes. 
Fishery and boundary questions and disputes arising out of breach of 
treaty were the three chief branches under which differences would arise. 
Arbitration clauses for the settlement of such questions could be introduced 
into most treaties. He asked the conference to work steadily to get that 
principle recognized by the insertion of the clause to govern all matters 
at least arising between any section of one nation against any section of 
another. The principle enunciated in the resolution commended itself to 
everyone. 

After some discussion the motion was carried unanimously. 





THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held on the 23rd inst. in the old hall of 
Lincoln’s-inn for the purpose of receiving the report of the provisional 
committee appointed in January last and of electing a council and other 
officers and of settling the rules of the society. . 

In the absence of the Lord Chief Justice, president of the society, the 
chair was taken by Lord Justice Linpiey, who briefly introduced the 
business of the meeting, which was mainly of a routine character. 

It was arranged that the counctl of the society should consist of the 
Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, the Master of the Rolls, the Pre- 
sident of the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division, the Attorney- 
General, the Solicitor-General, the treasurers of the Lincoln’s and Gray’s 
Inns and of the Middle and Inner Temple, the Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court of the United States, and the president of the Incor- 
porated Law Society of the United ao as ex oficio members, 
together with the Minister of the United States, Lord Derby, the Bishop 
of Uhester, Lord Herschell, Lord Thring, Lord Aberdare, Lords Justices 
Cotton, Lindley, and Bowen, eight other judges, Mr. Justice Gray, of the 
United States, and about eighty other leading lawyers in England and 
also in America. 

The provisional committee announced the early publication, under the 
society’s auspices, of a volume of 13th-century pleas of the Crown, from 
the Eyre Rolls preserved in the Public Record office, to be edited by Mr. 
F. W. Maitland, University Reader in English Law at Oambridge, with 
full indices both of subjects and of persons and . This volume will 
throw considerable light on the history of the petty jury, a subject at 
present most obscure. It is proposed next in order to print a series of 
records of real actions and of cases illustra villein status and villien 
tenure, but how soon these may my ee will depend on the number of 
subscribing members who may join the society. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 

The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
acne sful at the preliminary examination held on the 6th and 7th days of 
July, 1887 :— 

Adams, Hugh Worthington 
Andrews, George Wilton 
Anthony, James Emerson 

Banks, Edward Ernest Delamark 


Bootiman, Albert Victor 
Borissow, Clement Louis 
Brennan, Robert John Lewis 
Bristow, Arthur George 


Bennett, Thomas Welbank Millard Carrick, Ernest 

Blagden, George Rupert Carter, 

Blagg, Walter Edward Clark, Edwin Ebentzer 
Bolton, Maurice Egerton Augustus Olutterbuck, Henry Baldwin 
Bond, Walter Wil Cobbett, Walter Palmer - 
Boorne, Herbert Huntley Colegrave, Hubert 


Cornick, Richard — John 

Cosedge, Arthur Orford, Edwin Arthur 

Cure, Laurence Oapel Parsons, Laurence 

Davies, Hugh Wallis Frederick Robert Ellison 
Debenham, Alfred Edward Arthur William 


Dickson, Campbell Cameron ForsterPlummer, Lambert 
Drake, Herbert William Pratt, Spencer Charles 


Drew, Francis Randolph Price, Charles William Mackay 
Druce, Harry Reid Seton Prosser, George 

Eastwood, James Arthur Pughe, Kenneth Mackenzie 
Eckersley, Frank R Henry Hirst 
arene eee eee Rigby Thomas James 
Farish, Arthur Far , George 

Flower, Llowarch Robert Ritson, Protecice Wiliam 
Flowers, Arthur Robbs, Walter 

Foottit, ald William Rollinson, Ernest Mark 
Franklin, William Vaughan 


Gill, Charles Thomas - 
Gorringe, Charles Henry 
Greenhut, Victor 


Guilford, Reginald Herbert Simon, Frank 

Hammond, John Simpson, Charles Lionel 

Harding, Reginald Tuffley Smart, Francis William Boiton 
Harris, Johu Praag: Shy 

Harrison, Ernest William Stern, enlok Augustus Simpson 
Hastings, Henry Horace Stokes, Adrian Owen 
merged, Fon wine Taylor omamee akefield 

He: , Percy ylor, Mon e 

Heelis, George Herbert Walter 


Hellard, Charles Stuart Thomas, 
Higginbothan, Thomas Edward Thom , Basil Lieolyn 


Hogan, George William Thornton, Edward Reginald 
Horton, Thomas Trubshaw, Wilfred 
Hughes, Richard James Arthur Edgar 


Frank Herbert Tu Ernest 

Seat Stephen Tud OyntabWallace, J 

ones, James ens or ames 
Jones, John Vee ee Henry 
Jones, John Herbert Watts, Anderton 
Jones, Timothy 
Knight, Fritz Chester 
Lewis, Ilbert Cornish Bassett 


Lewis, Walter Stanley Alfred 
Lush, William Willan, Simon Hunter 
Lydall, Francis Williams, Ernest Trevor Adems 


dall, Herbert Wykeham 
ace, Albert Ernest 
Mackie, Edward Dacre 
Matthews, William Edwin 
Money, Charles Frances Lethbridge 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 

Mr. Tuomas Epwarp Preston Lzrroy, late judge of county 
died on the 25th inst., in his -second 
third son of Mr. Antony Lefroy, of 
1815. He was called to the bar st the Middle Temple in ie 
1844, and he formerly practised on the Northern Circuit. 
appointed by Lord Oairns judge of county courts for Circuit No. 
(comprising © lenge patos of and Somersetshire). He 
that post 1880, when he retired on a Mr. Lefroy 
married in 1846 to the eldest hter of the Rev. Benjamin Lefroy, 
he became a widower in 1855. second Mr. 
Lefroy, was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in January, 1876, and is an 
Assistant Charity Commissioner. 

Mr. James Fiemine, Q.C., Chancellor of the County Palatine of Durham, 


1 


H 
4 
i 
Ze ci i 


died at 12, Dorset-square on the 23rd inst., aged eighty. Mr. 

was the eldest son of Captain Valentine Fleming, and was born in 1807. 
He was called to the bar at the Middle in Trinity Term, 1836, 
ae be er Ts tek ee ce ee chestay. | Se amas 
neen’s Coun after date most part, 
restricted his practice to pondany Fg ag Same Bon In 





Boot, Thomas Cooke, Arthur Bishop 


Mr. Srpnsy Twanrraan Jowns, puisne judge of the High Court of 
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Justice of Griqualand West, has been appointed a Puisne Judge of the 
8u e Court of the Cape Colony. Mr. Justice Jones is the second son 
of Mr. John Jones, of Cape Town, and was born in 1849. He was edu- 
cated at Trinity Hall, Cambridge, where he graduated in the second class 
of the Law Tripos in 1871, and he was called to the bar at the Middle 
Temple in Michaelmas Term in 1873. He was appointed a puisne judge 
of the High Court of Griqualand West in 1882. 


Mr. Cuautes Frepertcx Grit, barrister, junior counsel to the Post 
Office at the Central Criminal Court, has been appointed Senior Counsel, 
in succession to Mr. Ernest Baggallay, who has been appointed stipendiary 
magittrate for the borough of West Ham. Mr. Gill is the eldest son of 
Mr. Charles Gill and was born in 1851. He was called to the bar at the 
Middle Temple in Easter Term, 1874. He is a member of the South- 
Eastern Circuit. 


Mr. Witt1am Henry Sotomon, barrister, has been appointed Puisne 
Judge of the High Court of Justice of Griqualend West, in succession to 
Mr. Justice Jones, who has been appointed a judge of the Supreme Court 
of the Cape Colony. Mr. Justice Solomon is the fourth son of the Rev. 
Edwerd Solomon, and was born in 1853. He was educated at St. Peter,s 
College, Cambridge, and he was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
November, 1877. 


Mr. Wii11am Mvtizr, solicitor, of Shepton Mallet and Bruton, has 
been appointed Clerk to the Shepton Mallet Highway Board, on the 
resignation of his partner, Mr. Henry Dyne. Mr. Muller is coroner for 
oa South-Eastern Division of Somersetshire. He was admitted a solicitor 

1876. 


Mr. Lisrzr Mavrice Drummonp has been appointed a Revising 
Barrister for the county of Surrey, in succession to Mr. Samuel Lilley, 
deceased. Mr. Drummond is the only son of Mr. Maurice Drummond, 
of Hampstead, and was born in 1856. He was called to the bar at the 
Inner Temple in June, 1879, and he practises on the South-Eastern 
Circuit and at the Surrey Sessions. 

Mr. Joun Cross Ecctes, solicitor (of the firm of Ansdell & Eccles), of 
23, Market-etreet, St. Helens, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
administer Oaths. Mr. Eccles was admitted a solicitor in 1881. 


Mr. Tuomas Bares, solicitor, of Sudbury, has been elected Coroner for 
that borough. Mr. Bates was admitted a solicitor in 1879. 





GENERAL, 


On the 26th inst., in the House of Commons, a petition was presented by 
Sir R. Paget from the Somersetshire Law Society for amendment of the 
Land Transfer Bill. 


A dinner was given last week at Willis’s Rooms, by the members of the 
Parliamentary Bar, to the two senior members, Mr. Hunter Rodwell, Q.C., 
and Mr. John Clerk, Q.C., upon their withdrawal from the active duties 
of their profession in the Committee-rooms at Westminster. 


A fire broke out at No. 1, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, on Saturday night 
Jast, and great damage was caused to briefs and papers not only by the fre 
but also by the water used in extinguishing it. It will be remembered 
that No. 2, New-square was many years ago destroyed by fire. 


A correspondent of the Standard gives a list of farms in one district in 
the county of Essex, shewing 3,527 acres to be out of cultivation, and 
17,945 acres to be in the hands of landlords who were unable to find 
tenants for the same. 


Mr. J. H. Gresham, chief clerk at the Mansion-house Justice Room, has 
had four months’ leave of absence grauted in consequence of illness ; 
and Mr. Savill, the assistant clerk, with the aid of Mr. Douglas, the chief 
clesk at the Guildhall Justice Room, has been requested to discharge 
Mr. Gresham’s duties in his absence. 


At the Malling Petty Sessions on the 25th inst. a man was convicted of 
drunkenness and ordered to pay the costs. The bench also bound him 
over in bis own recognizances of £10 for six months to come up for ag : 
ment when called upon. If he got drunk again in this six mont a 
would forfeit the bond and have to pay the fine. The chairman told him 
the bench did this with a view of keeping him sober. 


At a meeting of the Court of Common Council last week a motion was 
carried ‘that it be referred to the Law and City Court Committee to 
inquire and report whether the judge of the City of London Court (Mr. 
Commissioner Kerr) had power to direct that there should be no sittings 
of that court between the 12th of August and the 24th of October next, 
with power to confer with the law officers therecn.’’ 


In a recent case before the Divorce Court it appeared that the careful 
respondent bad obtained the execution of a deed by the co-respondent, 
in which he admitted that the last two children to which the res ent 
had given birth were bis, and bound himself under a penalty of not 
to marry anyone but the respondent until a period of seven years had 
expired, in order that there might be no obstacle to his marrying her 
should she be placed in a position to marry him. 

At a recent meeting of the Yorkshire justices a letter was read from the 


Hon. A. Duncombe, — a said that he -_ thered from the Lord 
Chancellor’s secretary ‘‘ e ves of the grou stem of 
counties, and he places Yorkshire in that category. oy Ses of 


the three Ridings, his idea is that all aesize business for the North and 
Kast Ridings should take piace at York, and that three assizes should be 
held there annually ; that all West Riding business should be transacted 
at Leeds, where there would be four assizes held.” 





Mr. Commissioner Kerr, refreshed by the recent observations of 
Court of —— has recommenced his crusade a solicitors. It 
stated that he 

alleged to be the junior er in a firm of solicitors which was 

in five actions in the High Oourt, two in the Divorce Court, and two ate 
Lord Mayor’s Court. His Honour: All these may be speculative actions, 


Mr. Dobson: Well, if a debtor enters into speculative actions he surely ~~ 
His Honour : I wish I could punish and send tp ~ 


ought to be — = 
prison all solicitors who 
experience is that costs are usually piled up. 
highest character in the profession, bvt there are also black sheep. 


enter into such actions to make money. . . . 


The following is the text of Attorney-General Garland’s opinion with — 


regard to the Act recently passed es the ownership of real estate 
in United States territories to American citizens :—Firstly, as mines aro 
real estate, or inheritable interests in real estute, the Act does apply to 
them ; secondly, as stock in a corporation is personalty, an alien can law. 
fully have, own, and hold shares or stock issued by an American co’ 

tion, which is now the owner of mineral lands in territories, but i the 
holding by aliens exceeds twenty per cent., such corporation can neither 
hold, own, nor hereafter acquire real estate while more than twenty 
cent. of its stock is held and owned by aliens; thirdly, under the 


had recently before him a case in which the defendant way _ 


There are men of the a 






eis 


= 
-& 


the advancement of money hereafter by aliens for the aoe get of —a # 


ing mining property is lawful, but no interest in estate can 
acquired by such advancement, nor would an alien have the right to pur. 
chase real estate, or any interest therein, on a loan made since the 

of the Act, even if sold on his own security or lien ; fourthly, aliens may 
lawfully contract with American owners to work mines by personal con- 
tracts for hire, or by bond jide leases, for a reasonable time.” 


The Government Bill for a reduction of the number of judges in Ireland 
pro ses that on the first vacancy in the office of judge of the Courts of 

robate and for Matrimonial Causes the post is not to be filled up, but the 
Probate and Matrimonial Division is to be united to the Queen’s Bench 
Division. The Lord Lieutenant will then appoint one of the judges of 
the latter division to hear all probate, &c., matters other than trials. It 
is also provided that when first a vacancy occurs in the office of the 


Judicial Commissioner of the Land Commission it is not to be filled up - 


until a commiseion has been issued by her Majesty to ascertain and report 
whether the duties of the Judicial Commissioner can be adequately dis- 
charged by the High Court. No appointment is to be made until after 
forty days from the date of the report or, if Parliament is not then sitting, 
from the beginning of the following session If the vacancy is not filled 
up the j iction vested in the Judicial Commission of the Irish Land 
Commission is to be transferred to the h Court. A further provision 


is that no successor is to be appointed to either of the existing judges of © 


the Court of Bankruptcy; and ultimately bankruptcy matters will be 
assigued to one of the judges of the High Court. 


In a case tried before Mr. Justice Stephen on the 27th inst. at the Central 
Criminal Court it appeared that the woman had jumped out of 
a window and been thereby killed, and it was ed by the prosecution 
that she did this in consequence of the behaviour of the prisoner leading 
her to su that he was going to beat her, and to escape his violence, 
and that the prisoner, in the circumstances, was guilty of manslaughter, 


Mr. Justice Stephen, in summing up, said that the point the jury had to" 


consider was whether they felt certain beyond all reasonable doubt that 
the prisoner applied to woman either actual violence, or threats of 
violence, the violence being so severe and the threats of violence being of 
such a desperate character that it became a natural thing—a natural and 
ordinary consequence of those threats and of that violence that the 
woman should avoid further mischief by jumping out of the window. If 
they believed that that did take place—that the woman, by violence of 
some very severe character, or by threats of some very desperate injury, 
was forced, as her only resource, to jump cut of the window in the hcpe 
that she might escape by so doing, and with the feeling that she had no 
other way to escape, then they ought to convict the prisoner of man- 
ae at least. His lordship cited the case of Reg. v. Pitts (1 Carr. 
& Marsh., 284). If they were not satisfied on those points, or if they 
thought the woman committed suicide, then they must acquit the prisoner. 
The jury returned a verdict of not guilty. 


In the House of Lords on the 21st inst. the Earl of Selborne asked the 
Lord Chancellor whether any steps were likely soon to be taken to carry 
into effect the recommendations of the committee lately presided over by 
the Master of the Rolls as to the business of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice. He said that the committee, which consisted of 
the Master of the Rolls, Mr. Justice Kay, the late Mr. Justice Pearson, 
Mr. Justice Stirling, Sir Horace Davey, and four other gentlemen, made 
their report on August 7, 1885, and though there were some differences of 
opinion, the conclusion they came to was that it was clear that the actual 
number of judges attached to the Chan Division was unequal to 
with the business, and therefore they thought it necessary that the 
Chancery Division should be reinforced by an additional judge. He found 
that the number of causes standing for hearing on the 16th of October, 
1884, was 842; on the 23rd of May, 1885, 667; at the beginning of the 

t Trinity gy 786 (over 100 more than in May, 1885) ; and on 
the 20th of July, 1887, the number was 826. He thought their 
lordships would be of opinion that under the circumstances it 
was desirable that should at once be taken to do any- 
thing that could be done to accelerate the despatch of busi- 

The Lord ged said it was impossible not to 
on the a 


ness. 
feel that much de tment of an additional 5 
and he quite naneel thas 8 was absolutely essential, in order to aoe 
the that additional assistance should be given. Much injury and 
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a cos was caused to suitors by the present state of things. The 
of = with this peice dhe hong ms ma oe 
other House. ere Was & power int an itional judge under the 
18th section of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act fe As an address of both 
a and he was prepared to move their lordship’s House in = 
matter. After communication with the First Lord of the Treasury it 
rage to say whether time could be found in the other House for a a 
upon the subject. Although it was a very urgent matter there were 
og even more urgent questions, and in the present state of business his 
right hon. friend informed bim that it was Spee to name a day for 
making such a motion, though the op gn ht occur before the 
session came to an end. Lord Herschell, thought those who were 
averse to making this chenge were not sufficiently alive to the frightful 
injury which the present state of affairs was inflicting on suitors. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURK. 
ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 







Date APPEAL CouRT APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
. No. 1. No. 2. Kay CuHITry. 
Mr. Lot Mr. Pemberton Mr. Ward 
Godfre Clowes 
leah Pemberton Ward 
Clowes 
Pemberton Ward 
Clowes gz 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Mr. Jackson 
Koe 
Jackson 
Pugh Koe 
Jackson 
Pugh Koe 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frmpay, July 22. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

NoRTHERN TRANSVAAL GOLD sae Co, Liwxrep.—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented July 21, directed to be heard before North, J., on July 30. Smith & Son, 
Gresham House, solors for pad 

PuNJAUB AND CASHMERE CaRPET Co, LimITED.—Chitty, J., has, by an order 
app: appointed Arthur Cooper, 14, George st, Mansion House, to be 

ic uidator 

Sun PoRTLAND C#rMENT Co, LiwiTED.—Petn for win up, presented July 21. 
directed to be heard befere Stirling, J.. on July 30. Johnston & Oo, Raymond 

bidgs, Gray’s pias agents for Winder, Bolton, solors for petner 

W. CHAPPELL & Co, LimiTED.—Creditors are required, on or before July 27, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Wil'iam Thomas Ogden, 6a, Austin Friars. Wed eootag, As Aug 3 at 12, is ap- 
pointed for hearing and adj a udicatiog upon the debts an 

UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CoMMERCIAL Bank OF LoNDON.—Petn for winding up, presented July 21, directed 
=> heard before Stirling, J., on July 30. Bristow, John at, Adelphi, solors 
or ner 

‘a COUNTY PALATINE OF et 
LIMITED In CHANCER 

Du Bepap ApAms & Co, Lruirsp.—The Vice-Uhancetlor has fixed Wednesda: 

oe 2 7 mt 11, at 9, Cook st, Liverpool, for the appointment of an official li liqui- 


London Gazetie.—TuEsbDAY, July 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


Brmuincuam Cas Co, LiuiTep.—North, J.., ig 4 y an order dated July 6. ap- 
— Walter Newton Fisher, Waterloo st, Birmingham, to be official liqui- 


earns: Untow Trust Co, Liwirep.—By an order made by Stirling, J., 
dated July 16, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Beall & Co, 
Bucklershury, solors for petner 

Henpra EsTaTE AND BUILDING MarTeRiats Co, Limtrep.—North, J., has, by an 
order dated July 7, ———— Frederic George Painter, 2, Moorgate st bides. 
to be official liquidato: 

FRIEN DLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

Star or HinpitEY LopGE OF INDEPENDENT ODD FEMALES, Swan Inn, Hindley, 
Lancaster, July 22 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY, 
Loew Day oF Cam, 
te.—TUESDAY, July 26. 


London 
Davis, Ws Witram Lzak, Wells my "Ketene st, my PAHs Manufacturer. Sept 30, | 


vis v Baker, Obitty, J. Finch, Cannon st 
Bususy, Tuomas, Crestham. Stationer. March 14, Johnston v Bushby, Stir- 
ling, J. White, Grantham 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
‘Last Day or OCLars. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, July 22. 
Barrerspy, HANNAH STELLING, Liverpool. Sept1. Norris & Sons, Liverpool 
al JoumBs, Leicester, Grocer. Sept 10. Smith & Mammatt, Ashby de la 


u 
Brown, Many Ann, Aldershot. Sept 2%. Fostes, Aldershot 





—— 





Cann, Jomni, Veckeliign, Yolk, Mamaia: Aug 31. Craver, Horsforth 2 
aes Henry Wit.1aM, Jermyn st, Esq. Augi9. Harting & Co, Lincoln's 
Oomnx, Laowst Lours, Hyde Patk terrace, Haq. Sept 2. Emanuel & Simmonds, 
ns! 
CROSFIELD, GEORGE, Lancaster gate, Esq. Aug3i!. Murray & Co, Birchin lane 
Dawes, RicuanD, Birmingham, Wholesale Grocer. Aug 2. Jaques & Son, Bir- 
re ee York, Market Gardener. Aug 8. Park & 
sag on PLAYER BuTLER, Sonadah, Bengal, India, Tea Planter. Aug 30, 
Finves, WILLIAM 7 aoe Kent, Contractor. Aug 8. Greathead, 
Harris, Maris, Highworth, Aug 26. Kinneir & Tombs, Swindon 
Hm, Caroirys, Bristol, Aug. Jacques & Co, Bristol 
Huauss, Jonny, Landore, nr Swansea. Aug 20. Jones & Monger, Swansea 
JACKSON, JOHN, Preston, Shipowner. Aug 28. Johnson, Wigan 
JENKINS, WILLIAM, Ouchan, Isle of Man. Augi. Grundy & Co, Manchester 
Lister, ANN Mansa, Dalston. Augi5. Van Sandau & Co, King st 
shane ~ ianmacsiireescame sce: York, Butcher. Aug 16. Deane & Son, 
Remacis,( Carotins ANNETTA, Horsham. Augi0. Medwin & Co, Horsham 
SavVAGE, Ex1za, Wolverhampton. Sept 19. Colebourn, Wolverhampton 
—, Taveenyem, , Innkeeper, Coal Dealer. Sept 19. Colebourn, 
aeureos. = Tuomas, Scotswcod upon Tyne, Northumberland. Aug 20. Harling, 
SrncTON, ADOLPHUS, Manchester, Merchant. Sept 22. Seddon & Co, Manchester 
SorEsBy, JEANNETTE, Shardlow, Derby. Sept 19. Woolleys & Co, Loughborough 
Grongz, Jous, Kihthihi, Anckinnd, How Hestens, Aug 25. Mason & Thompson, 
ven 
WILkEINsON, WILLIAM, Chester, Innkeeper. Septi. Stringer, Sandbach 








WARNING TO INTENDING HovsE Ary arrangements AND LESSEES. sRefewe pene 


= Saas mae Ge 
(Estab. 1875), who also x & Ventilation Co. of Offices, iat, ene 
cranes crag a ne gti bate 
ee, Se ee ee ears, cured himself by a method entirely 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipayY, July 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
aay i Epwrx, Leigh, Lancs, Provision Dealer. Bolton. Pet July 20. Ord 


Urd Ju 
Cuangs, ew Fuoucas, Milton next Gravesend, Chemist. Rochester. Pet 
j oe Upton pk, Essex, Publican. High Court. Pet 
re ae Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
Lowestoft, Butcher. Gt Yarmouth, Pet July 19. Ord 

arg 
Oonsaz. ee High Court. PetJune10. Ord 
oun ILLIAM. Stoke Newington rd, Toy Warehouseman. Eimonton. Pet 

July 18. Ord July 18 
Cuma. LEoNnakD, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Birmingham. Pet July 2. 


Davipson, WILLIAM, Portland pl. High Court. Pet July 2, Ord July 19 


Davres, Isaac, Lianfihangel Genewrglyn, Cardigan, Farmer. Aberystwith. 
Pet July 19. Ord July 19 
Liansamlet, Glamorgan, Grocer. Neath. Pet July 18. Ord 


—-- mane, 
Date, WEAR, Ferryside, Carmarthen, Draper. Carmarthen. Pet July 18, 
3 oT aterers eget ae High Court, 


wees Pet July 19. Ord July 19 
DoMsALLa, MEALLA, AMARDUS poctras. | Cariate 24. s Shoreditch, Cabinet 
het July 2, Ord Wosrter orcester. Pet July 19. 


— Ev 
ae a cxar, untae Webel, Zammoee Aah Wakefield. 
GREEN i... , Dorset, Pianoforte Dealer. Salisbury. Pet July 18, 
HARRISON, BENJAMIN, Huddersfield, Contractor. Huddersfield. Pet July 16. 


Ora J 

eaten , Witcham, Cambridge, Brick Maker. Cambridge. Pet 
HAzeLt, JOuN Ja3tns, ‘aczs, Faroham, Draper. Guildford and Godalming. Pet July 
HENDERSON, ~ hy Gosforth, Northumberland, Grocer. Newcastle on Tyne, 

Pet Jaly 18 
naar ts Sat, Gumctanl, Yorks, Fane Manufacturer. Dewsbury. Pet 
ame ny ona mouth, Merioneth, no occupation. Aberystwith. Poet 
Jue: deun tae inet; Abedbebd, Auctioneer, Sheffield. Pet July 16. Ord July 16 


See ee High Court, Ord July 19 
Nottingham, Hosiery Manufacturer. Nottingham. Pet 


5. Ord 
peak cn 7 vangmpcunandaaan Worcester. Pet July 
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Tamngrt, Ernest, Friday st, Skin Merchant. High Court, Pet July 20. Ord 


Lewis, +, 5 Water, Bath, Plumber. Bath. Pet July 20. Ord July 20 
Marxnam, Watrer James, Rugby, Tailor. Coventry. Pet July 20. Ord 


July 20 

M : "Tromas, Halifax, Woollen Draper. Halifax. Pet July 18. Ord 
18 

Gt Grimsby. Pet July 18. Ord 


Mur1s, Rosenrt, Clee, Lincoln, Smackowner. 
July 18 


y 
wae, penne, Pm upon Hull, Fisherman. Kingston upon Hull. Pet 
20. d 
Morris, TGrers4™, Leeks, Commission Agent. Leeds. Pet July 20. Ord 
20 
Ontoxs, Henny, Boningale, nr Albsighton, Salop, 
Madeley. Pet July 19. Ord July 
: so Boston, tinesioahion, Draper. Boston. Pet July 20. Ord 
uly 20 
OwEN. Ropert Epwarp, Beaumaris, Anglesey, Medical Practitioner. 


Bangor. 
Pet July 19. Ord July 19 
agg, Jounx, Dover, Carpenter. Canterbury. Pet July 19. Ord 


1 
Praxz, JOuX Nasu, Congleton, Cheshire, Ociilery Proprietor. Hanley, Burslem, 
and Tunstall. Pet July 18. Ord July 
PERRING, JAMES, Holbeton, nr Ivybridge, oven; Baker. East Stonehouse. Pet 
July 2. Ord July 20 
. 5 mya ygy ta 5 = Gt Hormead, Hertfordshire, Farmer. Cambridge. Pet 
y 18. 8 
fais ae, SURES, ty 4 lane, Enfield, Baker. Edmonton. Pet July 20. Ord 


RavroxD, Fux ERICK RICHARD, Bristol, Butcher. Bristol. Pet July 18, Ord 
yi 
pes Rochdale, Lancashire, Boot Dealer. Oldham. Pet July 20. 
20 

RovutH, RanpotPu STEWART ARDEN, Dulvertan, Somersetehire, no occupation. 
Exeter. Pet July 18. Ord July 18 

eee, Wir11aM, and ASHTON SoOIEED, Oldham, Cotton Doublers. 
dham. Pet July 18. Ord July 18 

enaw, Taos, North Shields, Mason. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 18. Ord 

DELEY, JOSHUA, and JoHN SIDDELEY, Pouiza, nr Penzance, Ice Manufac- 


Licensed Victualler. 





turers. Liverpool. Pet May 27. Ord J - bog 
woe = os RosERtT, Shenstone, Staffordshire, Baker. Walsall. Pet July 18. Ord 
uly 18 


JoOuN, Elland, Yorks, Joiner. Halifax. Pet July 15. Ord July 18 


Saneat Septonhens, Dealer in Domestic Machinery. Cheltenham. Pet 
a 19. Ord July 


WILLIAM Hexay, sai, Staffordshire, Jeweller. Birmingham. 
wp ot July 19. Ord July 
THORNTON, JAMES, Oxford, "Bookseller. Oxford. Pet July 18. Ord July 18 


babes = aoue, Walthamstow, Essex, Baker, High Court. Pet July 18, Ord 


uly 1 
WeEnssTER, JoHN, Manchester, Baker. Manchester. Pet July 19. Ord July 19 
Wii11aMs, Joun, Chester, Provision Dealer. Chester. Pet July 20. Ord July 20 


Wanequeee. Jom, Droitwich, Een, Clerk in Holy Orders, Worces- 
ter. Pet July 19. Ord July 19 
WRIGHT, cous Sheffield, Builder. Sheffield. Pet July 20. Ord July 20 
Yeo, Joun ey Brixham, Devon, Shipowner. East Stonehouse. Pet July 19. 
Ord July 19 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


AssorT, WILLIAM JosErn, Pilton, Devon, Paper Manufacturer. July 29 at 8,30. 
Sanders & Sons, Auctioneers, Barnstaple 
Barton, THoMAs, Ulverston, Lancashire, Farmer. Aug2at2. Sun Inn, Ulver- 
BaytTurop, Wit11AM, Barrow-in-Furness, Joiner. July 29 at 10. 2, Paxton ter, 
ow-in-Furness 
Birp, ALFRED JAMES, Mintern >: a Furniture Manufacturer. July 29 at 


12. Sow st, Lincoln’s 
BLAMIREs, a, Batley, Fecha, "hes Merchant. July 29 at 3. Off Rec, Bank 


BowMay, WILLIAM, Little Driffield, Yorks, Gardener. July 30 at 11. Off Rec, 
Lincoln’s inn bidgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 
ORTH. RoperT Messier, Bath, Corn Merchant. July 30 at12. Off Rec, 


Bank chambers, Bristol 
amet - fr eet Tiddin ton, Oxfordshire, Farrier. July 30 at 11.30, Off Rec, 1, 


f 
ws, JAMES, a st, Kentish town, Build>r. 
eg Westminste 
CARELESS, AED, Campden, Gloucestershire, Commission Agent. July 29 at 
11.0. Off Rec, 1, St Aldates, Oxford 
CLARKE, OE peg te Tuomas, Milton-next-Gravesend, Chemist. 


Aug 2 at 8. 109, Vie- 


Aug 2 at 11.30. 


h st, Rochester 
piven Mary, Liansamlet, Glamorganshire, Grocer. July 30 at 11. Off Rec, 
6, Rutland st, Swansea 
Episs, Tuomas Watt. Newhaven, Sussex, Builder. July 29 at 12. Off Rec, 


4, Pavilion oe Brighton 
+ aE vesham, Worce stershire, Market Gardener. Aug 3 at 10.30. 


orcester. 
Fourier. WILLIAM STEPHEN, W ‘orthing, Coach Builder. July 29 at 3, Off Rec, 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Briebt:n me 


Gorpor, WILLIAM, and Duwca GorDoN, Billiter st, Merchants. July 29 at 2.50. 
bidgs Lincoln's inn 
GRAVIL. ag Sandel, nr Wakefield, Insurance Agent. July 29 at 11. 
Off Bond ter, Wakefield 


Gnaeenx, E1148, Fareham, Pianoforte Dealer. July 29 at 2.30. Off Rec, Halisbury 


Hargisow, BexsaMix. Huddersfield, Contractcr. July 29at11. Haigh & Sons, 

sae eee fh srr, Witchs Cambridgeshire, Brick M. 
AWs, ENRY tcham, Cambridgeshire, Brick Maker. A 2 at 
2.20, Lamb Hote me ais 


Haywarp, WiIt11A™, Ghelstchurch, Watchmaker. July 20 at 11.30. 
HexpeErsor, 
Pink 


Off Rec, 


om AS, Gosforth. Northumberland,Grocer. Aug 2at2. Off Rec, 
Newcastle on 


Hoorex, Toomas, Hawkinge, nr Folkestone, Veterinary Surgeon. Aug 8 at 
12.0. 73, Sand rd, Folkestone 
sie New borough, nr Wakefield, Grease Manufacturer. July 29 


11.20. Off Rec, Bond terrace, Wakefield 

Jeu —— Se oe ee, Carnarvonshire, Farmer. July 
Kexr't Wit114M, High st, Thames Ditton, Emith. July 29 at 11. Cannon st 
Keegy See, Stoke Prior, nr Bromsgrove, Farmer. Aug 3 at 11. Off Ree, 
Lavspos, Joux Esvy, Beauchamp, Leicestershire, Butcher. July 90 at 12. 9, 


Lyons, ®sKUEL, Crewe, Fitter. Avg 10st 10. 152, Hospita st, Nantwich 





Off Reo, Halifax 


Miuner, THomas, Halifax, Wovllen Draper. July 30 at 11. 


Mote, Isaac, Colchester, Boot Maker. July 30at 11. Townhall, Colchester ie 
MotynEavux, Joun, Chorley, Lancs, Licensed Victualler. July 29 at 11. 14 | & ants 
Wood st, Bolton “ey _-WessT! 
NELSON, Winitas, savetnee, Engineer’s Assistant. Aug 8 at 3. Off Reo, wn 
P vies es sen Coraie Cheshire, Colliery Proprietor. Aug 1 at 3 ot 
EAKE, JOHN iH, eton, 
North Stafford Hotel, Stok Stoke upon Trent — wa 
RADFORD, FREDERICK Rr ristol, Butcher. Aug 8 at 12.90, Of Reg” . 
k chmbrs. nw 


Ritzy, Epwarb, Rawtenstall. 
Rec . Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge s 


Lancs, Smallware Dealer. July 29 at 3.80, Of © 3 
a, Mananes ester 
RovutaH, RANDOLPH STEWART ARDEN, — Somerset, no occupation. July | 


Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, ‘Stockport : 
omaN, Sontag a Shields, Mason, Aug 2 at 2.45. Off Rec, Pink lane, New. 4 


astie yn 
SruPson, ROBERT, Ehtustine, Staffordshire, Baker. Aug S8atii. Off Rec, Wal. © 


sall 3 
SMITHIES, JoHN, Elland, Yorks, Joiner, July 30at12. Off Rec, Halifax d arg 
Fauenee, Wit11am, Bristol, Plumber. July 30 at 11. Off Rec, Bank chbrs 3 


isto! 
Topp, EDWARD, Kendal, Furniture Remover. July 30 at 11.30. 37, Stramongate, © 
WEINGOLD, SamveL Hyam, and Maurice Levy, x, Manchester, Jewellers. Aug 9 z 


Colmore row, Boning “= 
THOMAS saaner, Derbyshire, Builder. July 29 at3. Off Reo, 8b I 


30 at 11. meruptey page. Portugal ; eS AsH Pp 
Royce, Secus x, Miler. oTy 80 at 11,30. Townhall, Colchester «BAKER, 
SCHOFIELD, Waea and ASHTON SCHOFIELD, aa, Cotton Doublers. Aug * 

8at3. Off Rec, Priory chmbrs, Unies st, Old a BECK, 
Suaw, SAMUEL, Heaton Norris, oal Merchant. July 29 at 11.80. Of © BEEGL 

J 
BEHRE 
ee 





Off Rec, Worcester 4 
Wane, JAMES eddar, Somersetshire, Cropper. July 29 at 12.30. Bath © 
Arms Hotel, Cheddar a 
WricHt, WILLIAM WALDON, Great Yarmouth, Bricklayer. July 29 at 11.15, 
jake, South Quay, Yarmouth 8 
ADJUDICATIONS. E 
ALLcock, CHARLES, Derby, Grocer. Derby. Pet June 30, Ord July 19 4 
sa , Birkenhead, Licensed Victualler. Birkenhead. Pet July i¢, 
r 
Arrexponoven, Tuomas, Ilkeston, Derby, Cattle Dealer. Derby. Pet July i. © 


mais = eS evn, Leigh, Lancs, Provision Dealer. Bolton. Pet July 20, Ord 4 
High 
CoorEer, WATSON, Stockton on Tees. Draper. Stockton on Tees and Middles- : 
borough. Pet July 18. Ord July 18 
vege > anderville st, Clapton pk, Builder. High Court. Pet June 10, Ord 
19 
Corton, WitrzaM, Stoke Newington rd, + Newington, Toy Warehouseman, ; 
Edmonton. Pet July 18. Ord July ee 
DAVIES, MARY, t, Clamorgen, A Neath, Pet July 18. Ord © 
OrdJuly 0 


vu 
Davis, Ewan Henry, Bristol, Accountant. Bristol. Pet July 11. 
DOMSALLA, AMANDUS ADOLPHE, Motley at Curtain ao spnoredioen, Cabinet © 











— 


basset SaMvEL WILLIAM pee Guiees st, Commercial Traveller. 
Court. Pet June 24. Ord July 


SS 
ae. a 


Manufacturer. High Court. Pett . Ord Jul: 

Fox, 5, AY  aeaenee ter, Belgrave rd, co. High Court. Pet May 25. Ord — 
1 
Goppazn, W114 pana. Biswae rd, Mantle Manufacturer. High Court. 

Pet June 30. Ord Jd F 
Gorpos, J. R. Hay, pt me cia. High Court. Pet May 27. Ord July 
GRAVIL, KITCHINGMAN, Seat, nr Wakefield, Insurance Agent. Wakefield, 

Pet Jaly 16. Ord July 
Gwrmy. Li > Crispin! 4 Spitalfields, Coal Merchant. High Court. Pet 

uly 1 
308 ts en ¥ Wiuddersfield, Contractor. Huddersfield. Pet July 16, 
16 
Haws : iceaien HENRY, Witchaw, Cambridgesbire, Brick Maker. Cambrid e, 

Pet J uly 18. Ord Sul 
Morris, Jones JonN, outh, Merionethshire, no occupation. Aberystwith. 

Pet July 19. Ord July 
JUBB, JOHN HENRY, Bheffield, ” Maeteail: Sheffie’'d. Pet July 16. Ord July 16 


KEnxtT, be = pe st, Thames Ditton, Smith. Kingston, Surrey. Pet June 
25 Ord July 1 
LLEWELLYN, RA and SamMve. GeTuinc Lewis, Cardiff, Coal Merchants. 
Cardiff. Pet June14. Ord July 20 
M1118, ROBERT, Lies, Lincolnshire, Smack Owner. Great Grimsby. Pet July 18, 
1 


MILNER, Tuomas, Halifax, Woollen Draper. Halifax. Pet July 18. OrdJuly 6 

aa -¥ Tiaxst, Kings on upon Hull, Fish Merchant. Kingston upon Hull 
r 

Morris, WILLIAM, Leeds, 7 itcibisiten Agent. Leeds. Pet July20. OrdJuly# 


Mom, Rit jun, Hebden Bridge, Yorks, Mason. Burnley. Pet July 13. Ord 4 


Pet July 1. 
y 

ou, a Tunbriige Wells, Builder. Tuubridge Wells. Pet June 22 
uly 18 


PEAKE, DANIEL JoHN, Dover, Carpenter. Canterbury. Pet July 19. Ord July 19 


fae, Se eee, Lancs, Smallware Dealer. Blackburn. Pet July 
1 r u 
moseets, Joska, Pe Pembroke Dock, Fancy Dealer. Pembroke Dock. Pet July 


RovutTH, RANDOLPH STEWAR Be Aeneas, Dulverton, Somerset, no occupation, 
Exeter. Pet July 18. Ord cay 8 

SCHOFIELD, aasae, 8 nd AsHTON SunemEh, Oldham, Cotton Doublers, Old- 
et July "5, Ord July 18 

Szaw ‘Trrowas, North Shields, Mason, Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 18, Ord 


Simpsox, Ronen, Shenston, Staffs, Baker, Walsall, Pet July 18, Ord July 18 ; 


SMITH, , Rowse) ree pasces, Eagle st, Red Lion st, Builder. High Court, 
e Ju 
eemtinn. OnN, Elland, Yorks, Joiner, Halifax. Pet July 15. Ord July 19 


Taunton, WILLIAM, Bristo), Plumber. Bristol. Pet July 15. Ord July 18 


TEzeey _ Pi ar 


re 


y 
Muscat ARTHUR SEYMOUR, Wimborne, Dorset, Builder. Poole. 
r u 


ToRKINGTON, ALFRED, Rhy], Flint, Builder. Bangor. Pet July 15, OrdJuly 20 ~~ 
RLLEE, ( Pgncesa, LAshonsd, ,Cornwall,Grocer. East Stonehouse, PetJuly — 

VALINTINE, _ THOMAS Buouen Hewxy, Westbampnett, Suseex, Gent. Brighton. 

Bristol, Beker, Bristol. Pet July 12. Ord July 20 : = 


Pet June 38. 
Voce, JoserH CHARLES, 
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wannnor, ‘Joun, Waliaanen, Baker. High Court, Pet July 18. Ord July 18 


Warts, Epwin HENEY, Gorsaby st, Regent st, Goldsmith. High Court. Pet 
June 9. Ord J Bd 
WensTER, JouN, Manchester, Baker. Manchester. Pet July 19. Ord July 20 


Wetncotp, Samvst Hyam, and Maurioz Levy, Manchester, Jewellers. Man- 
chester. Pet July 12. Ord July 19 
Wiu114Ms, Francis Epwarp, Salisb bary, Geccer. Salisbury. Pet July 11. Ord 


July 16 
London Gaxzette.—-TuEspDAY, July 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AsuMe.L, THOMAS JAmzEs, Belle Vue, nr Wakefield, Coal Merchant. Wakefield. 
Pet July 21. Ord July 21 

Baer, FREDERICK Gronas, Shanklin, Isle of Wight, Watchmaker. Newport 
and Ryde. Pet July 28. Ord July 23 

Bucx, THOMAS, Birmingham, Bootmaker. Birmingham. Pet July7. Ord July 22 


BEEGLEMYER, view nd -_— Finsbury pavement, Tailor. High Court. Pet 
22. rc 
BunEENS, na, Seunues, Money Lender. Swansea. Pet July 22. Ord 


Jul 
Bao Brighton, Grocer. Brighton. Pet July 9. Ord July 21 


BUDDEX, ee ee LIAS, Yarmouth, Bootmaker. Newport and Ryde. Pet 
1 
Risse, JOHN, Essex * Ay Corn ]dealer. High Court, Pet June 10. Ord July 19 


OLUTTERBUCK, JABEZ, Bristol, out of business. Bristol. Pet July 21. Ord July 21 


LIER, JASPER, Kingston an Hull, Smack Owner. Kingston upon Hull. 
Pet July 22. Ord July 
Dagrt, “po Saltash, Cereal, Builder. East Stonehouse. Pet July 21. 
Ord July 21 
Drxon, James, and Tom py , Biland, Musical Instrument Dealers. Hali- 
fax. Pet July 19. Ord July 2 
Dopson, JOHN, jun, Rugby, pn he Coventry. Pet July 21. Ord July 21 


EpwarDs, JoHN WARD, Bedford, Baker. Bedford. PetJuly 21. Ord July 21 
Goorp, Henry, Birmingham, Silk Mercer. Birmingham. Pet June 18. Ord 


July 22 
@zzEn, JOHN, Rotherham, Yorks, Grocer. Sheffield. PetJuly1. Ord July 21 


Boazpanron, Jo JouN Git, Brampton, Cumberland, Saddler. Carlisie. Pet July 
a1. Or 
ante, ALBERS » i em Halesowen, Baker. Stourbridge. Pet July 16. Ord 


oma oo mn Mirfield,jY orks, Innkeeper. Dewsbury. Pet July 22. Ord 


hay 1 GrorGE, Masbrough, Yorks, out of business. Sheffield. 
Pet July 21. Ord July 21 

Horstey. Horatio Grorce, Hupert JosEpH Horsey, and ALFRED Howarp 
jay at Birmingham, Builders. Birmingham. Pet July 22 Ord 

uly 22 

Houck, Winu1am, and pag Huck, Endmoor, nr Kendal, Builders. Kendal. 
Pet July 28. Ord July 2 

James, WILLIAM HENNIS, | Victoria st, Cafe Proprietor. High Court. 
Pet Ju'y 20. Ord July 21 

Jenxins, EvAN, Aberdare, Grocer, Aberdare. Pet July 21. “Ord July 21 


Jomns, Davi, en, Cardiganshire, Farmer. Aberystwith. Pet 

uly 2t re a 

KEARNEY, JULIA, Manchester, Milliner. Manchester. Pet July 23. Ord July 23 

Kent, HANNAH, Bletchingley, Surrey, Grocer. Croydon. Pet July 22. Ord 
July 22 


KRANCZ, ‘8. F., Hatton garden, Commission Agent. High Court. Pet July 5. 
Ord July 2 
Lecce, GEORGE Daancts, St James’s st, Solicitor. High Court. Pet June 29. 


Ord July 29 
Lewis, Tomas, Swansea, Tailor. Swansea. Pet July 21. Ord July 21 


LoyGciey, WILLIAM, and GrorGE WitliaAM LUNGLEY, 5 miatow, Essex, Brick 
Merchavts. High Court. Pet July 23. Ord July 
SOERERING, Tuomas Davip, Rye, Coachbuilder. itadlings: Pet July 21. Ord 


oe x.) THOMAS, Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet July 21. Ord 
ul 
Pricocx. tena JEAN, 7 suth, Commission Agent. East Stonehouse. Pet 
Jaly 23. Ord Jul y 2 
PICKRELL, JoHN, Grange oun, nr DOAgeeboroweh Butcher. Stockton on Tees 
and Middlesborough. Pet July 22. Ord July 22 
om ae Tomas, St Levan, Corneal, Farmer, Truro. Pet July 23, Ord 
] 
aor, TERIA, Little Staughton, Bedford, Machinist. Bedford. Pet July 22. 
rd 23 
BavitiE, Frank, North crescent, Chenies * Tottenham ct rd, Money Lender, 
High Court. Pet July1. Ord July 1 
peesaED, « JOBN, Sheffield, Comb Tandanstunee: Sheffield. Pet July 23, Ord 
uly 2 
SLAPOFFSKI, JosErH Gui STAVE, Camden *, Camden rd, Professor of Music. 
High Court. Pet sg #511 Ora July 
Surn, HERBERT, Halifax, Mili Manager Fralitax. Pet July 13, Ord July 22 


spuip Bea Gt Haywood, Stafford, Labourer. Stafford. Pet July 23. Ord 
SrmnEMA RicHarD, High st, Epsom, Grocer. Oroydon. Pet July 19. Ord 
SmPizexton, wi Re Gillygate, York, Beer Commission Agent. York. Pet 
Taytor, WILLIAM, Stroud, Tailor, Gloucester. Pet July 22. Ord July 22 


emg Banay, Remington st, City rd, Builder. High Court. Pet July 21. 

rc u 

Youna, J ARTHUR, Victoria st, Westminster, Engineer. High Court, Fet June 
9 Ord July 21 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


ASHMELL, Trgees James, Belle Vue, nr Wakefield, out of business. Aug 2 at 
11.30, Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 
ATELNs, desea, Birkenbead, Licensed Victualler. Aug 8 at 2, Off Reo, 48, 
Hamilton sq. Birkenhead 
Barnes, HENRY, Old Kent rd, Lead Merchant. Aug 2 at 2.30, Bankruptcy 
bdgs. Portugal st, Lincoln's ina fields 
wrt BENNETT, Swansea, Money Lender. Aug 4at3. Off Rec, 6, Rutland 
8 nsea 
Bevindron Epwin, Leigh, Lancs, Provision Dealer. Aug 8 at 11.80. 16, Wood 
8 olton 
Bure, GrorGE Hunry, Archer st, Westbourne grove, Greengrocer. Aug 2 at 
. 83, Carey st, Lincoln's inn fields 
Buss, iontar Ba Enocn, Birmingham, Fruiterer. Aug 9 at1i, 95, Colmore row, 
rmio 
Buopxs, Winn Ex1as, Yarmouth, Boot Maker, Aug Sat 2, Off Reo, New- 
ort, 








Bue , J 
ee, oun M A, Abreeneae Agen. Aug 3at1%. Bankruptcy 
BuRNEtTT, JonN. West 


4 Oi ite, Figures iene Provision Merchant. Aag 3 at 
— mae snr h «+ Ne guamsnitne see Aug 2 at 3. Ex. 
Cee aoe — Sn mannartg ar Manchester, Watchmaker. Aug 3 at 8.30, 
cura wota Weare § Pan Commerolal Traveller, Aug 8 at 3, 
CLUTTERBUCK, JABEZ, Bristol, out of business. Aug 18 at 3.30. Off Reo, Bank 
chbis, Bristol 


pean. Sapper Aug 6 at 12.30. Off Rec, 8, King at, 
ol 

DaLrTRorr, yen pus eens. Aug 8 at 11. Bankrupteoy 
mats ~y.-4— -- See Aug 2 at 11. Off Res, 


me, oS ¢, Carmarthen 
agrees, Coustey 50, Besnematn. Geter. Aug4ati2. Bankruptcy 


Duwi ornate Lasoginns ian 
‘ood no occu Aug 4at li. N 
Dre Tee een an a se 
Dix, A.B 8 Leadenhall eumene Doeeapece Beebers. Aug2atil. Bank- 
Tw 


st, 
~ Tlaed Yorks Musical Instrument Dealers’ 
Depees, OHN, jun, Ragby, Fishmonger. Aug 4 at 2.30, E T Peirson, Off Reo, 
7, Hertford st, Co 
Exvr, Guances Jon, Amhurst rd, Hackney, Tailor. Aug 2 at 2.90. 33, Uarey 
st, Lincoln's ina fields 
GaLz, GEORGE, Tredegar, Mon, Butcher. Aug38ati2. Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Harireveron, Jonn G@ B Oum Saddler. é4atiz. Off 
ae ILL, Brampton, berland, Aug 
Mosoes, Bese, Sheffield, Painter. Aug 8 at 11.30. Off Reo, Figtree lane 
nea Gomersal, Yorks, Fiannel Maker. Aug @atii. Off Reo, 
JENNIN.3S, JOHN, "Ewe ra Surbiton, Watchmaker. Aug 4 at 12. 16 Room, 30 
and 3!, St Swithin’s iane 
Leeds, Plumber. Aug Satit. Off Rec, St Andrew's chbrs, 
Y, Sheffield, Auctioneer. Aug 3 at 1. Off Reo, Figtree lane, 
Bekige as 7 ULIA, Manchester, Milliner. Aug 5at 11. Off Reo, Ogden’s chbrs, 
8' 
a ee ee Aug 10 at 12.39. Off Reo, Bank cham- 
rs. 
Lewis, THOMAS, Swansea, Tail x. Aug 4atii. Off Reo, 6, Rutland st, Swansea 
Water James, Rugby, Tailor. Aug 4 at 11. Peagam, Solor 9%, 


ARKHAM, 
North st, Rugby 
ams, Arzuen, Oli ot, Pasnivars Dester. Aug 8 atil. 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 


maine fie ids 
Owns, Monmis Witt1iaMs Lioyp, Haverfordwest, Esq. Auz2ati.30. Off Reo, 
Paaxe, DssvkL OHN, Dover, Carpenter. Aug $ at 10.30. King’s Head Hotel, 
ver 

Pariirs, 0, Brzay High Holborn, Tailor. Aug 4 at 11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln's 
TLLIPs, W ANIEL, Od Cardiganshire, Corn Merchant. Aug 10 
Pras, Gnos P. ~~ Gs i & Sorttortsbice, Parmes. sede 
RGE PARsEY . 

Bankru; a otek a tienen 


2.30. Bla wan Hotel, Winchester 

— Eowis 7 Se eee Sake Bromwich, Staffordshire, Egg Mer. 
c a . Coun 

Roarmson, Gubeah. Rochaake, See, een oct Dealer. Aug 8 at 3.30. Town- 

le 

Sire, Epwarp Matrugew Brooke, st, Red Lion st, Builder. Aug 4 at 
2.30. 383, st, Lincoln’s ma 

Surru, HERBERT, Mili . AugSati2, Off Rec, Halifax 


TaYLor, WILLIAM, Stroud, Tailor, Aug?at4, Imperial Hotel, Stroud 
Socneieues, ALaaEe, Rhyl, Builder. Aug 2 at 2.30. Off Reo, Orypt chmbrs, 


we ee pbssten, Retue, Aug 6 at 11.90, Off Reo, Ogden’s chmbrs, 
Winzsatel hatte, te younger, Panl, Comwall, Fisherman. Aug 3ati2. OF 


, Boscawen ot 
waa < Caan Provision Dealer. Aug 5 at 12. Off Rec, Orypt 
Waiont, SAMUEL, Lilypot lane, Noble Warehouseman. Aug é at 12. 
Carey on Loneatate tam Oe * * 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ae ee ee Pawnbroker. Birmingham, Pet June % Ord 
ASHMELL, Tm Belle Vue, ar Wakefield, Coal Merchant, Wakefield. 
even July #2 


Brarisniviok, LOMAS, Nottingham, Painter. Nottingham. Pet July 2. Ord 
me ps Birmingham, Hotel Proprietor. Birmingham. 
Brooxs, James, Tiddington, Oxfordshire, Farrier. Aylesbury. Pet July 13, 
Baown, ey Walthamstow, Essex, Egg Merchant. High Uourt. Pet July 
ced 18 j i, Samet, Sees Sa Newport and Ryde. Pet 
haw, ar Manchester, Watchmaker. Nottingham. 

CiEcHoRn, Liverpool, Iron- 


F. Ringeton epon Stell. Pet 


3a st, Caledonian #2, Grocer. High Court. 
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seein: eects EPG Worcester, Market Gardener. 


ay 19. Ord Suly 23 
iN, ROBERT WILLIAM, Ventnor, I W, Baker. 

Teun 238. Ord June 24 
ALLIBURTON, Jor 
July 21. ng Pad 23 


ALBERT 
July 16. Ord July 
meee is RICHARD, Miraeld, Yorks, Innkeeper. 
u 


ERICK GrRORGE, Masbrough, Yorks, out of business. 


Ord aly 21 
Tuomas, Birmingham, Hatter. 


soe 

“ot July 23. Ord July 2 

JAMES. WILLIAM HENNIS, } Victoria st, Cafe 
Pet July 20. Ord July 22 


Junxins, Evan, Aberdare, Grocer. Aberdare. Pet July 21. 


KEARNEY, JULIA, Manchester, Milliner. Manchester. 


Kwicut, E ea Saby oe Prior, nr Bromsgrove, Farmer. 
18, 
Burton on Trent. Pet June 29. Ord 


Jul 
+a, JOSEPH, Biapenhill, Drug Keeper. 


uly 22 
Lannart, Buxsr, Friday st, Skin Merchant. High 


MITCHELL, VaAniae, Swinton, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. 


July 21 


Neson, Wii11aMm, Liverpool, Engineer’s Assi:tant. Liverpool. 
Greenwich. Pet_June 15, 
Newcastle on Tyne. Pet July 9. 


Ord July 22 
Nvurrine, CHARLES, Catford, Kent, Stationer. 


PEARSON. ae Feonce, Gateshead, Cement Maker. 
23 


Pqvrageom. Epwarp, and Ropert WILLIAM Sours je Molesey, Timber Mer- 
r 


chants. Kingston, Surrey. Pet June 23 
SCHOFIELD, Joun, Sheffield, Comb Maker. Sheffield. 


Suiru, HERBERT, Halifax, Mill Manager. 


AN. RICHARD, High st, Epsom, Grocer. 
July 21 


STEPHENSON, ee York, Beer Commission Agent. York. Pet July 22. 


vg © Jul 

SuTER. W. ruta 
Ord July 21 

JOSEPH, Huddersfield, Finisher. Huddersfield. 


Tayior, Wi111aM, Stroud, Gloucestershire, Tailor. 
Ord Jul 


'y 
TawarTs, 8am Hartiey, Bradford, Grocer. Bradford. Pet July 6. Ord July 21 
High Court. Pet July 21. 


WEDDALL. oom, Crowle, Lincolnshire, no occupation. Sheffield. Pet May 27. 


Basar, Remington st, City rd, Builder. 
Ord Jul 


Ord July 22 
Wane, & Ann, Liverpool, Boot Manufacturer. 


Wud Joun, Chester, Provision Dealer. Chester. 


Wosers, § SaMvEt, Lil Lilypet lane, Noble st, Warehouseman. High Court. Pet 
East Stonehouse. Pet July 19. 


17. Ord Ju 
Yo, Jonw Harr, riches, Devon, Shipowner. 
Ord July 20 


“uN Gitt, Brampton, Cumberland, Saddler. 
=ate, Halesowen, Worcester, Baker. 
Dewsbury. Pet July 22. Ord 


Wars, and away Hvcx, Endmoor, nr Kendal, Builders. Kendal. | 


Halifax. Pet July 13. Ord July 22 
Croydon. 


Henry, Liverpool, out of business. 


Liverpool. 





Worcester. Pet 
Newport and Ryde. Pet 
Carlisle. Pet 


Stourbridge. Pet | ye 


Aug. 3.— 
A 


essrs. GEO. 


ug. 
4 
Sheffield. vertisement, July 9, p. 4). 
| 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Aug. 3.—Messrs. BAKER & fons, ina Ma ona. 
2 p.m., Freehold Plots of Freeho'd Land (see ponent. July 9, p. 4). 


Aug. 3. — Messrs. Epwin Fox & jUSFIELD, 
Bite (ose ge ay 16, 


uee on the Estate at Addles 

t the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
aay 

LDSMITH, So: at the Mart, at 2 p.m., EB 


iu 


Premises (see advertisement, July 23, F D. %). 
5.—Messrs. NorTON. Trist, & GILBERT, at the Mart, Reversions (see a 








Birmingham. Pet July 14. | 
| 


Proprietor. High Court. 


Ord July 21 
Pet July 23. Ord July 23 
Worcester. Pet July 


RANDALL—BINNIE. —J 


Court. Pet July 20. Ord Alice, daughter of the 


Pet July 4. Ord | 
Pet July 16. 
Ord 


Roxburgh, B.A., LL 


aged 80, 
HEELIs—Ju 


Solicitor. 


BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 

IRTHS. - 
Cock —July 28, at Betchworth, Surrey. the wife of Alfred Cock. Q.0., of age 
CrEE.—July 2, at Nevern-road, 8. iste 


ay 1, at Bedford-road, Clapham, the wife of Henry George Vicks 
barrister-at-law, of a son. 


Boyp - Suums.—July 27, at St. Marylebone, John Peovd. advocate, E linbu 
Ada Marian, Congeees +} La late Henry Simms, 


ae  Rickerd 


RoxsurGe—-Mo ariogn Jay 14. at Christ C! 


+, the wife of Charles EB. Cree, b 


MARRIAGES. 


e Thomas Randall a of Gray’s-inn, solic! 

Lewy of of Sydney, New South Wales, 
Lancaster-gate, W., Fr 

rrister-at- law, = Annie Gertrude, daughter oft 


Rev. Edward Thomas Mortlock, Rector of Snailwell. 
WILKIN- WyatT?.—July 23 Lewis Wilkin, 
daughter of Sir Richard Wyatt, of Grosvenor-place, 8S 


barrister-at-law, to Gaynor 


ATHS. 
Fiemina—July 23, at Dorset-square, James Fleming, Q.C., Chancellor of Du 


26, Edward Heelis. of A 
ee See 22, at Albert-square, 


Westmoreland. solicitor, aged § 
ham-road, James F. ederick Robi ‘ 


a Obibasa 





21 
Pet July 23. Ord July 23 


Pet July 19. Ord 


Liverpool. Pet July 7. 


The Subscription to the Sortcrrors’ Journan is—Town, 26s, 
Country, 288. 6d. ; with the Waexix Rerorrse, 53s. 
vance includ:s Double Numbers and Postage, 
their Volumcs bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law oe 


Payment in 
Subscribers can 





Pet June 2s. Ord July 21 
Gloucester, Pet July 22. 


UURRENT TOPICS 
REMOTENKSS 
CHILDREN 


THE CounTY CouURT .- 
Pet July 6. Ord | CORRESPONDENCE .. 
Law soneaninand ‘ 


Pet July 20. Ord July 23 


IN BEQuEsTS TO 


REMISSION OF ACTIONS OF Toxt TO 


sscereccee eoces 653 


CONTENTS. 


+ 655 | Law STUDENTS’ JOURNAL .. occce > 
LEGAL NEWS .....csese 
COURT PAPERS..-..-00 cesses -*oene 
WINDING-UP NOTICES .....00 vewss 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES 

UPTOY NOTICES 


rT eee er 





All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” meal 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 











SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA. | 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, | 
with the excess of fat extracted. 

The Faculty pronounce it “‘the most nutritious, per- 
fectly digestible beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or 
satis — invalnuable:for Invalids and Children.”’ 

Beat commended by the entire Medical Press. 
thout sugar, spice, or other admixture, it suits 
slau calle, keeps for years in all climates, and is four 
times the a cf cocoas THICKENED yet WEAKENED 
with starch, &c., and Im REALITY CHEAPER than such 
Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a te’spoonful 
to a Breakfast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 
Cocoatiwa a La Vawtixe is the most delicate, digestible, 

cheapest Manilla Chocolate, and may be taken when 
richer chocolate is prohibited, 
{n tins at is. 6d., 3s., 56. 6d., &c., by Chemists and 
Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H. Scuwzirzer & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.C. 


ACHTING ORUISE to the BALTIO and 
the GULF of FINLAND.—On completing her 
"4 me to =e Norwe; 


cruisin 
00 ra revi He Chas. 


ot 
set, 4 
CRONSTADT. for St. he nome, eg end the 
particulars adress the Sax 
address the ARAGEE, 
Pall Mall, London, 8 








A Maer ISLANDS. =_ On ‘October Ist | 
pe onrion ”? on | 


it is intended to BF PAOHTIN eo 
2 a THIRTY Pg ae 


Oratava) and the prmrey ¢ 
berths are taken by 
£50; whole cabin, £75. 


UISE to 
for Bente "kee and 





gp ey mong et —On Febr rusry 25th, 
a Grand CRUISE of SEVENTY-FIV 
DAYS it be made the Gree Yacht “ CEYLON” ” 
to various ey Rg po ie Shores 
_ the Holy Land, and 
a s4 shi ie — 


be mad 
the latter two will be issued jeter 
” Office, 7, Pall Mall, London, 8 





for ‘O- 


on.— 


the Volga. For full | 
Yacht * Ceylon” | 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE fiat MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTME: 


To Her Majesty. the Lord Gaanedien, “the Whole of | 


the Judicial _— enie aeg of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigsand Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS 


ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON. 


N? 





RWAY.—First-class Passenger Steamer 


* NorGcEe”’ from NEWCASTLE to BERGEN every | 
Tuesday evening; from Bergen every Saturday | 


evening. Fares: £3 single, £5 return Bp any | 


time during the season), including all 


on-Tyne, 


OLIDAYS.—WueERrE To Go! 
Watering Places” contains full ‘particulars of 
179 resorts from which to select a suitable place in 

| which to spend the holiday 8. 

| skeleton maps, price 2s. 

London : L. Upocorr Gu, 170, Strand, W.C. 








SUMMER TOURS IN SCOTLAND | *?*. 
Michael's), provided | 
September 17th. Single | 


( jiABGOW and the BIGHLAS DS (Royal | 
via Crinan and Caledonian Capais). 
| Royal ret Steamer COLUMDS or 1ONA ee | 
Glasgow Daily at 7 am., oom Greenock at 9 a.m., 
conveying, in connection with his West Highland 
| Steamers. Ts for Ovan, Fort- William. Invec- 
| ness, Lochawe, #8 h, on, tone, Glencoe, 
Stornoway, &c. Gui ustrated, 6d 
ond te. toe or at W. H. Smith & Sons’ 
FE Heal kstall @ Bill with Map and aoa San 
e 
ow. 


With illustrations and | 


2 meals and | 
| steward’s fees.—Borkizs, Craic, & Co., Newcastle- 


** Seaside | 


'UNTEARABLE LETTE 


COPYING BOOKS. | 


(HOWARD’S PATENT.) 


1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. | 


500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 
English m 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUF 


WODDERSPOON & CO., 7 


| 7, SERLE STREET, anv 1, PORTUGAL STREE 


TF 


LINCOLN’S INN, W.0. 


TF; you want Money without Fees—ame 
mJ to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see} 
CLIBURN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tow 





ph 





LONDON Se pee osuaane by authori 
LONDO NTRY ADVERTISEME 
oer No “ur, CHANOERY LANE, 


EET. 
1 ENEY GREEN, Advertisement Age 
begs wt ar the attention of the Legal Pro ese 
to the advantages of his long experience of up 
forty years, in the special insertion of all 


| notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued suppol 
| N.B. One copy of advertisement only requi 


' 


strictest care and promptitude assured. Smet 


| forms for advertisement and file of *‘ London 


Hallway way | F. MOEDER, 
owner, p 4 MACBRAYNE, 119, eset | Hnhed 1802. 


Bv appointment. 





SES or APAR 
UGHOUT on F 


os 1SH your HOU 
THRO 
MOEDER’S HIRE SYSTEM. 
original, pane nots i 
| waa ah Fal for time given. 7 


| Particulars, prints, 
pad 1 20, a 21, Morwell-street, W. 


e Forand “380, To cour 
ALSO for HIRE ONLY, 
















